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ENERGY AND WATER DEVELOPMENT
APPROPRIATIONS FOR FISCAL YEAR 2001

TUESDAY, MARCH 21, 2000

U.S. SENATE,
SUBCOMMITTEE OF THE COMMITTEE ON APPROPRIATIONS,
Washington, DC.

The subcommittee met at 10 a.m., in room SD-124, Dirksen Sen-
ate Office Building, Hon. Pete V. Domenici (chairman) presiding.

Present: Senators Domenici, Gorton, McConnell, Burns, Craig,
Stevens, Reid, and Dorgan.

DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE—CIVIL
DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY

CORPS OF ENGINEERS—CIVIL

STATEMENTS OF:
DR. JOSEPH WESTPHAL, ASSISTANT SECRETARY OF THE ARMY
(CIVIL WORKS)
LT. GENERAL JOE N. BALLARD, CHIEF OF ENGINEERS
ACCOMPANIED BY:
GENERAL HANS A. VAN WINKLE, DEPUTY COMMANDING GENERAL
FOR CIVIL WORKS
THOMAS F. CAVER, JR., CHIEF, PROGRAMS MANAGEMENT DIVI-
SION, DIRECTORATE OF CIVIL WORKS

OPENING STATEMENT OF SENATOR PETE DOMENICI

Senator DOMENICI. Senator Reid is opening the Senate this
morning on the minority side and he will be here shortly. In the
meantime, I have an opening statement and then we’ll proceed
with your testimony.

First of all, it’s a pleasure to welcome representatives of the
Corps of Engineers and the Bureau of Reclamation to the sub-
committee to review their budget request for fiscal year 2001.

Following our normal procedure of rotating the lead-off witnesses
each year, we will first hear from the Corps of Engineers followed
by the Bureau of Reclamation. I'm pleased to welcome you, Dr.
Westphal, the Assistant Secretary for the Army for Civil Works.
Likewise, you, Lieutenant General Joe Ballard, Chief of Engineers,
and Major General Hans Van Winkle, the Director of Civil Works
for the Corps.

Gentlemen, it is truly a pleasure to have you here this morning
to present and testify on the fiscal year 2001 budget request for the
Corps of Engineers.
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RECOGNITION OF LT. GEN. BALLARD

General Ballard, it’s indeed an honor to recognize you today, this
being your final appearance before the subcommittee. I understand
that you will be leaving the Army and the Corps of Engineers
shortly after completing 4 years as the Chief of Engineers and 35
years of service to our country.

General, your dedication to the Corps and to our country is to be
commended, and I and the entire subcommittee thank you for your
assistance and hard work over the years. We wish you well in your
future endeavors and hope that you will have more time to spend
with your family and doing whatever you would like.

MEDIA COVERAGE OF THE CORPS

Gentlemen, we are all aware of the recent Washington Post arti-
cles which covered certain aspects of the Corps’ program. We will
get into that, I'm sure, during the questioning, but I want to say
that while these articles raised some issues of concern, namely in-
fluencing the outcome of the study process and alleged activities of
the Corps to “grow” their civil works program, the fundamental
purpose of the Corps to oversee the development, management,
protection and enhancement of our Nation’s water resources is, in
my opinion, very sound.

For over 200 years, the Corps has been the primary agency,
along with the Bureau of Reclamation, for translating the Nation’s
water resources infrastructure needs into reality and getting things
done.

The Corps’ Civil Works program continues to provide billions of
dollars of benefits to the Nation from deepdraft and inland naviga-
tion, billions of dollars of flood damages prevented annually and
millions of dollars of forgotten environmental and recreational ben-
efits that are provided as an integral part of each water resource
project that is constructed. The project development process, estab-
lished by Congress and carried out by the Executive Branch, is de-
signed to maximize the benefits to our Nation—and we all under-
stand that—while at the same time allowing review and input by
Federal and State agencies and the general public.

And I'm hopeful, if we have time, well go through the Upper
Mississippi Navigation Study Process and indicate in the record
with diagrams, et cetera, where that is, show that the public input
process is intact, it is strong and it has still got a long way to go
in terms of that participation before the project is completed.

MAINTAINING ENGINEERING CAPABILITY

Another important but overlooked purpose of the Corps is to re-
tain and maintain the capability to provide engineering and con-
struction services to the Armed Services in support of the national
defense.

Dr. Westphal, General Ballard and General Van Winkle, it is
good to have you here this morning to talk about the Corps Civil
Works program. And I hope that you, General Ballard in par-
ticular, will help the subcommittee understand the current state of
the Corps of Engineers.
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When Senator Reid arrives, we will do whatever he likes. If he
wants to make a statement, we will interrupt and do that. If not,
he will be here to do what he chooses today.

Having said that now, we’re going to proceed to hear first Assist-
ant Secretary Westphal and then you, General Ballard. Would you
proceed? Your entire statement is going to be made a part of the
record you may proceed.

STATEMENT OF JOSEPH WESTPHAL

Dr. WESTPHAL. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. It is a great pleasure
to be with you here today and also I join you in recognizing and
commending General Ballard for his 30-plus, 35 years of service to
the Nation and to the Corps of Engineers, and we've worked to-
gether now almost 2 years since I've been on this job and so there
is no question I'm going to miss him and I think the country is
going to miss him in that regard.

Mr. Chairman, back in 1824, 176 years ago—and I’'m not going
to follow whatever statements you got, because I rewrote my state-
ment last night so I'm just going to kind of tell you some different
things here

Senator DOMENICI. Do you want to stand by that statement or
do you want to throw it away?

Dr. WESTPHAL. The original statement is sort of cut and dry and
all that.

Senator DOMENICI. It’s in the record

Dr. WESTPHAL. It’s in the record. But back in 1824, 176 years
ago, Congress made its first appropriations to the Army Corps of
Engineers for the “removal of snags, sawyers, planters and other
impediments of that nature” from the Ohio and Mississippi Rivers.

That appropriations, Mr. Chairman, was $75,000. This year, the
President’s budget request for fiscal year 2001 totals $4.063 billion.
It is $160 million above last year’s budgeted request to you. And
we expect that the non-Federal contributions and other sources to
be approximately $395 million in fiscal year 2001, bringing the
total funding to approximately $4.5 billion. So from the initial
$75,000 appropriations in 1824, our investment in water and re-
lated land resources is estimated to be worth today over $124 bil-
lion.

From that initial job of clearing snags on the Ohio River, the
Army Corps of Engineers now works to serve the Nation’s needs in
such areas as toxic and hazardous waste cleanup, recreation, dis-
aster relief, shoreline protection, hydropower generation, flood pro-
tection, environmental restoration, and provides support for other
functions of technical oversight and management of engineering,
environmental and construction contracts performed by the private
sector firms on a totally reimbursable basis.

Today, the Army Corps of Engineers is providing support to
about 60 Federal, State and local governments. This year the Presi-
dent is requesting your support in funding three important initia-
tives that will greatly help our ability to integrate planning prior-
ities, help us address an important backlog in maintenance of our
infrastructure and protect lives, save money, and improve the envi-
ronment through a nonstructural flood damage reduction program.
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WATERSHED STUDIES

First, with the budget we are proposing to undertake four com-
prehensive watershed studies. In 1997, my predecessor, Martin
Lancaster, made a presentation to the World Water Forum. He
stated, “As we approach the 21st century, the need for new modes
of interstate cooperation grows in both humid and arid areas. Reli-
ance on court judgments has proved too expensive, inflexible, time
consuming and precedent-bound to meet new needs realistically.” I
think he was right.

Strengthening our ability to work with our Federal, State and
Tribal partners early in the process is critical. I believe our pro-
posal can serve as a model for future planning efforts that yield
positive results and quicker and more effective solutions to prob-
lems that will enable us to design and build good projects in the
future.

Congresses and Presidents have greatly expanded the ability of
the Corps of Engineers to meet both engineering demands as well
as the environmental goals of society. Adding economics to the mix,
we must now use an integrated approach to balancing all three pri-
orities.

Our population continues to increase, we continue to be vulner-
able to droughts as well as to many effects of unacceptable water
as a result of storm water drainage, combined sewer overflows,
non-point source pollution, and lack of modern water delivery and
sanitation infrastructure.

We also have the needs of agriculture, flood control, industrial
uses of water, and water supply for urban areas. These complex
basin-wide issues can only be solved through a process that inte-
grates the efforts of local stakeholders and State and Federal agen-
cies.

Our strategy is simple. We have selected four major watersheds
that face many of the problems listed above. The four pilot projects
will undertake a comprehensive study of the water resources needs
of the basin. We will identify Federal, Tribal, State and local part-
ners that will share the costs and we will focus on solving prob-
lems.

The four pilot projects are the Rio Grande, the Lower Missouri-
Middle Mississippi River basin, the White River in Arkansas, and
the Yellowstone River in Montana.

Mr. Chairman and members of the committee, I have discussed
these projects with many of you, seeking your advice and counsel.
I want to work with Congress on the best possible plan to establish
a partnership with the States involved and facilitate practical re-
sults that will enhance water resources for multiple uses and en-
sure the protection of the ecosystem.

I commit to work with you to expedite the study process and to
produce tangible and workable solutions to already existing con-
straints on these great river basins.

MAINTENANCE BACKLOG

The second initiative is aimed at reducing our significant backlog
of maintenance on our recreation areas. The Corps of Engineers is
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responsible for 4,340 recreation areas at 456 lakes in 42 States.
These recreation areas host 377 million visitors annually.

We are requesting $27 million in fiscal year 2001 to initiate the
recreation modernization program which will replace or rehabili-
tate facilities at some of the more than 2,389 recreation areas that
the Corps of Engineers manages directly.

Many of these facilities were constructed in the 1960s and 1970s
and the combination of heavy use, lack of routine maintenance, and
changes in visitor needs has caused significant deterioration of
recreation facilities and the natural resource base of our lakes.

We hope to modernize about half the Corps-managed recreation
areas over the next 5 to 10 years. These improvements include up-
grading facilities, installing more family oriented facilities, and pro-
viding more access to water-related recreation activities.

CHALLENGE 21 INITIATIVE

The third initiative is our Challenge 21 program better known as
the Riverine Ecosystem Restoration and Flood Hazard Mitigation
Program.

The fiscal year 2001 budget request includes $20 million to ini-
tiate Challenge 21 authorized in WRDA 1999. This initiative ex-
pands the use of nonstructural flood hazard mitigation options and
restoration of riverine ecosystems to allow more natural recession
of floodwaters and provide other benefits to communities and the
environment. Challenge 21 will create partnerships with commu-
nities and establish a framework for more effective coordination
with key agencies.

The fiscal year 2001 budget for the Army Civil Works program
includes $82 million to initiate new investments with a total of $1.6
billion—for a total of $1.6 billion. Of that total, $410 million will
be financed directly by non-Federal sponsors, including lands, ease-
ments, rights of way and relocations.

In addition to the four comprehensive studies and two new pro-
grams I noted earlier, the fiscal year 2001 budget will include four
new surveys, one new special study, one new preconstruction engi-
neering and design (PED) project and 12 construction new starts.

The Administration is committed to the traditional missions of
improving our navigation and transportation system, protection of
local communities from floods and other disasters, and maintaining
and improving hydropower facilities across the country.

Together with these important national priorities, the Army
Corps of Engineers is also the Nation’s premier environmental res-
toration agency.

PREPARED STATEMENT

This budget provides for continued development and manage-
ment of the Nation’s water resources infrastructure and the con-
tinuation of our work to enhance, protect and restore the environ-
ment. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

[The statement follows:]

PREPARED STATEMENT OF JOSEPH W. WESTPHAL

Mr. Chairman and distinguished members of the subcommittee: Good morning. It
is an honor and a pleasure to testify before this esteemed subcommittee of the Ap-
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propriations Committee and to present the President’s budget for the Civil Works
program of the Army Corps of Engineers for fiscal year 2001. It funds a strong pro-
gram for Civil Works and is comparable to the funding levels enacted by Congress
in recent years.

Accompanying me this morning are Lieutenant General Joe N. Ballard, Chief of
Engineers; Major General Hans A. Van Winkle, Deputy Commanding General for
Civil Works; and Mr. Thomas F. Caver, Jr., Chief of the Programs Management Di-
vision, Directorate of Civil Works.

My statement covers the following subjects: the Fiscal Year 2001 Civil Works Pro-
gram, the Harbor Services Fund Proposal, New Initiatives in the Army Civil Works
Program, Other New Civil Works Investments, and Highlights of the fiscal year
2001 Continuing Program.

FISCAL YEAR 2001 CIVIL WORKS PROGRAM

The President’s budget for the Army Civil Works program for fiscal year 2001 in-
cludes nearly $4.1 billion in the discretionary program, comparable to the amount
appropriated for the program in fiscal year 2000 and $160 million above last year’s
budget proposal. Details are presented in Table A.

Last year I began by stating that Civil Works programs and policy must be based
on strong partnerships with states and local communities as well as among federal
agencies. We worked hard to build those partnerships, and the commitment of our
non-Federal sponsors to cost share Civil Works projects demonstrates the strong
support our program has across the country. With the non-Federal contributions
and other sources, the total fiscal year 2001 funding for the Army Civil Works pro-
gram is nearly $4.5 billion.

I remain committed to ensuring responsive and timely allocation of our resources
to meet the Nation’s needs. I look forward to working with both Houses of Congress
to make this happen.

ARMY CIVIL WORKS NEW INITIATIVES

The Fiscal Year 2001 Civil Works program includes funding for three initiatives:
Comprehensive River Basin Planning; Recreation Modernization; and Riverine Eco-
system Restoration and Flood Hazard Mitigation.

Comprehensive River Basin Planning

The first is an initiative that I strongly support and the Nation sorely needs. It
has been nearly 20 years since the last major effort was initiated to understand and
assess the complex relationships among various water resources problems and op-
portunities. On a river-basin wide basis, the Federal Government needs a com-
prehensive approach to water resources to work effectively with states, counties,
tribes, and river basin authorities in assessing today’s competing water uses.

The Army Civil Works fiscal year 2001 budget commits $2 million to initiate four
broad river basin studies. These studies, which will be carried out in coordination
with other federal agencies and regional stakeholders, will adopt a holistic approach
and include multi-jurisdictional and trans-national considerations in resolving water
resources issues. Two of these, the Rio Grande River Basin and the White River
Basin in Arkansas, would proceed under the authority of section 729 of the Water
Resources Development Act (WRDA) of 1986. The other two, the Yellowstone River
Basin, Montana, and the Missouri and Middle Mississippi River Basins, would pro-
ceed under specific authorizations.

Recreation Modernization

I am also pleased to announce that we will invest construction dollars in an area
long-overlooked our Nation’s recreation areas. The Corps of Engineers is responsible
for 4,340 recreation areas at 456 lakes in 42 states. These recreation areas host 377
million visitors annually.

The Civil Works fiscal year 2001 budget includes $27 million to initiate the Recre-
ation Modernization Program. Under this program, we will replace or rehabilitate
facilities at some of the 2,389 recreation areas that the Corps of Engineers manages
directly. Most of the facilities at Corps managed recreation areas were constructed
in the 1960s and 1970s. The combination of heavy use, lack of routine maintenance,
and changes in visitor needs has caused significant deterioration of recreation facili-
ties and the natural resource base at some of our lakes.

The $27 million in the fiscal year 2001 budget will begin to implement this pro-
gram. We hope to modernize many of the Corps managed recreation areas over the
next 5 to 10 years. These improvements include upgrading facilities, installing more
family oriented facilities, and improving general access to water-related recreation
opportunities.
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Riverine Ecosystem Restoration and Flood Hazard Mitigation

I am also pleased to tell you that this year’s budget includes $20 million to ini-
tiate the Challenge 21 Riverine Ecosystem Restoration and Flood Hazard Mitigation
Program authorized by WRDA 1999. This initiative expands the use of non-
structural flood hazard mitigation measures and restoration of riverine ecosystems
to allow natural moderation of floods and provide other benefits to communities and
the environment. Challenge 21 will create partnerships with communities and cre-
ate a framework for more effective coordination with key agencies to develop com-
prehensive flood damage reduction solutions, while restoring natural values of flood
plains and wetlands.

NEW INVESTMENT PROGRAM

The fiscal year 2001 budget for the Army Civil Works includes $82 million for new
investments with a total cost of $1.6 billion. Of that, $412 million will be financed
directly by non-Federal sponsors (including lands, easements, rights-of-way, and re-
locations). The Federal share is $1.2 billion. Details are presented in Table B.

The fiscal year 2001 budget includes four new surveys, one special study, one new
Preconstruction Engineering and Design (PED) start, four comprehensive studies,
the three new programs that I have discussed, and 12 new construction starts. The
new construction starts include:

—2 environmental restoration projects;

—2 commercial navigation projects;

—4 flood damage reduction projects;

—1 shore protection of critical environmental resources;

—2 major rehabilitation projects, and

—1 deficiency correction.

HARBOR SERVICES FUND PROPOSAL

Like last year, a significant portion of the Civil Works budget is based on enact-
ment of the proposed Harbor Services User Fee legislation that was transmitted to
Congress. This new user fee would replace the Harbor Maintenance Tax (HMT), a
portion of which was found unconstitutional. The HMT has also been the subject
of questions raised by U.S. trading partners regarding claims that it violates the
General Agreement on Tariffs and Trade. This fee would collect about the same
total amount of revenue as would have been collected under the HMT prior to the
Supreme Court’s decision.

The new user fees would make up $950 million of the fiscal year 2001 Budget
($700 million for maintenance and $250 million for construction) and would enable
commercial harbor and channel work to proceed on optimal schedules. I urge you
to enact legislation to replace the Harbor Maintenance Tax with the Harbor Serv-
ices User Fee.

HIGHLIGHTS OF THE FISCAL YEAR 2001 CONTINUING PROGRAM

The Army continues to be committed to the Civil Works missions of navigation
and flood damage reduction. Other missions that contribute net economic benefits
to the Nation are investments in hydropower, water supply, shore protection and
recreation. In recent years, the Army’s Civil Works responsibilities increasingly
have expanded to include the restoration of the environment, with particular em-
phasis on restoring aquatic and wetland ecosystems.

Environmental programs make up about 18.2 percent of the fiscal year 2001 Army
Civil Works budget, or more than $740 million. This includes $125 million for the
Regulatory Program; $140 million for the Formerly Utilized Sites Remedial Action
Program; $91 million for the Columbia River Fish Mitigation program in the Pacific
Northwest; and $158 million to restore, preserve and protect the Everglades and
South Florida ecosystem. Also included are $28 million to fund the environmental
restoration continuing authorities programs.

General Investigations

The budget for the Civil Works study program is $138 million, $3 million more
than last year’s request. Overall, the level of funding we propose for the General
Investigations account is consistent with our plan to stabilize the Civil Works budg-
et in the future. There is a large amount of construction work waiting for funding—
more than the funds we can reasonably expect in the future. The study program
feeds this pipeline of construction work. This budget keeps project study funding at
a lower level, in order to reduce the backlog of potential construction projects that
are beyond our capacity to budget within a reasonable time frame. Once the backlog
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of costly projects is worked down somewhat, then we expect to resume funding for
studies at a higher level.

We believe that keeping study funding at this level is the right thing to do for
our local sponsors, who expect timely construction of projects, once studies are com-
pleted and the projects are authorized.

We are also requesting a $6.6 million supplemental appropriation to conduct stud-
ies of an outlet for Devil’s Lake, North Dakota, as well as $1.5 million to study the
feasibility of a flood damage reduction project for Princeville, North Carolina.

Construction, General

The fiscal year 2001 budget for the Civil Works Construction, General program
is $1.346 billion, of which $1.268 billion is for the continuing program. Of the total,
$250 million would be derived from the proposed Harbor Services Fund, allowing
port related projects to proceed at optimal rates. This will enhance the competitive-
ness of our Nation’s ports and harbors.

Continuing construction of inland waterway, flood damage reduction and other
projects is budgeted at a level that will, on average, result in completion of projects
on about the same schedules as proposed in last year’s budget.

South Florida Ecosystem Restoration.—The Everglades is an ecosystem of inter-
national importance. It is also one that has dramatically deteriorated since the turn
of the 20th Century. It is very important that we aggressively restoring this treas-
ure that is so important to the Nation. Construction funding for the projects that
will restore the Everglades and South Florida ecosystem is $135 million. This
amount includes $90 million for the Central and Southern Florida project to con-
tinue construction work at West Palm Beach Canal, South Dade County, and man-
atee pass-through gates, as well as planning, engineering and design work on the
Comprehensive Restoration Plan, also known as the “Restudy”; $20 million to con-
tinue construction on the Kissimmee River Restoration project; and $20 million for
critical restoration projects authorized under the Everglades and South Florida Eco-
system Restoration program. Of the overall amount for Everglades restoration, $5
million is included in the new investment program to initiate construction of the
Hillsboro and Okeechobee Aquifer Storage and Recovery pilot project to demonstrate
aquifer storage and recovery technology.

Columbia River Basin Fish Mitigation.—The budget includes $91 million for
Corps construction activities associated with Columbia River Fish Mitigation at 8
Corps dams on the Columbia and Snake rivers and to continue the mitigation anal-
ysis which evaluates additional measures to increase fish survival at those dams.
This includes $41 million for studies of surface bypass facilities, turbine passage,
gas abatement, adult passage, spillway survival, and Lower Columbia configuration.

Continuing Authorities Program.—The budget includes $72 million for a full pro-
gram of continuing and new work under the 9 activities in the Continuing Authori-
ties Program. This amount includes $2.5 million for beach erosion control projects
(Section 103), $9 million for emergency streambank and shoreline protection projects
(Section 14), $25 million for flood damage reduction projects (Section 205), $0.3 mil-
lion for navigation mitigation projects (Section 111), $7 million for navigation

rojects (Section 107), $0.2 million for snagging and clearing projects (Section 208),
glO million for aquatic ecosystem restoration (Section 206), $14 million for project
modifications for improvement of the environment (Section 1135), and $4 million for
beneficial uses of dredged material (Section 204).

Operation and Maintenance, General

The overall funding for the Operation and Maintenance, General, account is at a
healthy level: $1.85 billion, $18 million more than last year’s request and equal to
the fiscal year 2000 appropriation. This demonstrates the Administration’s commit-
ment to maintaining the Corps’ existing infrastructure, much of which is aging and
requires greater upkeep. Of the $1.85 billion, $700 million would be derived from
the Harbor Services Fund. In addition to these funds, operation and maintenance
of hydropower facilities in the Pacific Northwest will be directly financed by a trans-
fer of approximately $108 million from Bonneville Power Administration revenues,
pursuant to an agreement signed three years ago.

We are also requesting a $19.2 million emergency supplemental appropriation for
fiscal year 2000 for emergency dredging and repairs to Corps projects along the At-
lantic seaboard that sustained hurricane damage.

Flood Control, Mississippi River and Tributaries (MR&T)

The Army is pleased that the fiscal year 2001 budget for the MR&T account is
at the same level of funding as that provided by Congress for fiscal year 2000. With-
in the total, there are some differences in proposed allocation of these funds. The
fiscal year 2001 budget emphasizes main stem Mississippi River flood protection in



9

the Atchafalaya River basin. No funding is provided to continue the Demonstration
Erosion Control program. The Administration believes this program has fulfilled its
purpose and should be discontinued. Any further streambank erosion control
projects should be a local responsibility. Within the MR&T program, the allocation
was reduced for work on those projects that primarily involve the drainage of wet-
lands to increase the production of surplus crops, particularly where lawsuits and
continuing environmental studies have resulted in a hiatus on scheduled activities.

Regulatory Program

The Army Civil Works Regulatory Program is funded at $125 million to ensure
that we continue to provide effective and equitable regulation of the Nation’s wet-
lands. Through the Regulatory Program, the Army is committed to serving the pub-
lic in a fair and reasonable manner while ensuring the protection of the aquatic en-
vironment, as required by laws and regulations. In fiscal year 1999, the Regulatory
Program authorized over 90,000 activities in writing, the most in any year, and over
90 percent of all actions were authorized in less than 60 days. Under the President’s
budget, this level of service is maintained. Regional and nationwide general permits
help streamline the regulatory process. By the end of fiscal year 2000, we will have
established a full administrative appeals process that will allow the public to chal-
lenge permit decisions and jurisdiction determinations without costly, time-con-
suming litigation.

Under the Regulatory Program, we are also active in the preparation of Special
Area Management Plans (SAMPs) to address development in environmentally sen-
sitive areas. In particular, the Corps has been asked to chair a task force to work
with the Environmental Protection Agency and Riverside County, California in the
development, funding, and implementation of a SAMP for the Santa Margarita and
San Jacinto watersheds.

Again this year, we are proposing to undertake a revision to the Regulatory User
Fee, which has not changed since 1977. We ask the Subcommittee’s support for this
effort.

Formerly Utilized Sites Remedial Action Program (FUSRAP)

FUSRAP is an environmental cleanup program that was transferred by Congress
from the Department of Energy to the Army in fiscal year 1998. We are continuing
the implementation of needed clean-up of contaminated sites. This year’s budget in-
cludes $140 million in new appropriations for this program. This amount will be
supplemented by approximately $10 million from a Potentially Responsible Party
settlement reached at one site.

Flood control and Coastal Emergencies (FCCE)

No new funding is requested for the FCCE program for fiscal year 2001. Sufficient
carry over funding remains from prior year appropriations to finance the normal
costs of emergency planning and preparation.

CONCLUSION

In summary, the President’s fiscal year 2001 budget for the Army Civil Works
program is a good one. It demonstrates commitment to Civil Works with a strong
program of new construction; a plan to solve the constitutional problem with the ex-
isting Harbor Maintenance Tax; maintenance of existing infrastructure; continuing
support for historical Civil Works missions; and increased reliance on the Army
Corps of Engineers’ environmental restoration expertise. Thank you.



TABLE A—DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY CORPS OF ENGINEERS CIVIL WORKS FISCAL YEAR 2001 DIRECT PROGRAM PRESIDENT'S PROGRAM FUNDING

[In thousands of dollars]

Fund
ol Trust
Program Specta Sd General Téan':f\,fl?r T[E'fai'g’
Perma-  Permit Rertn v?eoﬂa;rgzls waligrq tvrvrlsdtlrfI Power harbors ota
Sgna”rg:srl nent  appletn  user  rstrtnd way hbtt - — Administrtn  catrbtns
apprprtns  fees? fees rstrtn Ultimate 4 Initial ®
COMBINED (discretionary and mandatory):
DEFENSE: Formerly Utilized Sites Remedial ACtion PrOZram .........c.ccoovvomiiimiiiies coveviiieiiins aveviieniins oviviniiies svssenssies oesssensiins snssnssens ssssnssens 140,000 140,000 ooveiees e 140,000
DOMESTIC:
General Investigations . 137,700 137,700 44,000 181,700
Construction, General 250,000 ............ . 1,022,000 1,346,000 153,000 1,499,000
Operation and Maintenance, General 700,000 ............. . 1,118,300 1,854,000 8,000 1,970,000
Flood Control, Mississippi River and Tributaries Project 309,000 309,000 45,000 354,000
Regulatory Program 125,000 125,000 .. 125,000
General Expenses 152,000 152,000 152,000
Flood Control and Coastal Emergencies
Revolving Fund .
Permanent Appropriations 16,000 . 16,000
Coastal Wetlands Restoration 9,000 11,000
South Dakota Terrestrial Wildlife Habitat RESTOration ........coccocoooiiiiiiiies e ceveieiies coveverine coeeveniens soersenniens seensnsanns 10,000
ALL 950,000 16,000 . 35,700 55,000 74,000 10,000 3,004,000 4,063,700 108,000 251,000 4,458,700
DISCRETIONARY . 3,004,000 3,004,000 .. 3,004,000
MANDATORY 950,000 16,000 .......... 35700 55,000 74,000 10,000 .....ccconeenn 1,069,700 108,000 251,000 1,454,700

! Proposed special fund to replace Harbor Maintenance Trust Fund.

2Proposed fees for processing permit applications, to be paid to General Fund receipt account, not available to Corps.

3Total for interagency task force; Corps’ piece is reflected under “Total.”

4Net direct Congressional appropriation after reimbursement from mandatory “Special” and “Trust” funds, as applicable.

5Direct Congressional appropriation. The total for all accounts comes from the General Fund, initially. Ultimately, it is reimbursed from mandatory accounts in the amount shown opposite “Mandatory.”
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STATEMENT OF JOE N. BALLARD

Senator DOMENICI. Thank you, very much, Mr. Secretary. Gen-
eral Ballard, we welcome your testimony. Your written remarks
will be made a part of the record as you read them. Proceed as you
see fit.

General BALLARD. Thank you, Mr. Chairman, Senator Byrd. I'm
honored to testify on the President’s fiscal year 2001 budget for the
Civil Works Program.

Senator DOMENICI. Just one moment. Senator Burns, did you
want to make any remarks.

Senator BURNS. I think we ought to complete the statements and
I'll submit my points I want to make. I think we should hear their
testimony. Thank you very much.

Senator DOMENICI. Please proceed, General.

General BALLARD. Mr. Chairman, I'm honored to testify on the
President’s fiscal year 2001 budget for the Civil Works program. As
you noted, this is my last appearance before you as the Chief of En-
gineers and I very much appreciate your very kind remarks.

Leading the Corps has been an inspirational experience as well
as a rewarding personal and professional challenge. I take great
pride in the results of our work with this Committee to ensure the
Civil Works program remains strong, balanced, responsive and
highly productive. Until my watch is over, however, I will continue
to work with you to that end and I look forward to your continued
partnership in this great program. My complete statement will
cover three topics: the summary of the Civil Works program budg-
et, reducing the Corps maintenance backlog, and I'll have some
comments on meeting the Nation’s water and related land re-
sources management needs. And with your permission, I will sub-
mit this statement for the record.
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I would like to talk to you today about some significant chal-
lenges in water resource management and I will also address the
recent media coverage on the Corps’ work.

MEETING THE NATION’S WATER AND LAND RESOURCE NEEDS

First, a few words about the challenge of meeting the Nation’s
water and related land resource management needs. Public con-
cerns about water resource investments continually change and, as
a result, national needs and priorities must also be continually re-
evaluated to ensure that we provide the best possible service to the
Nation. And we’re examining national needs and priorities for
water and land resource solutions.

But based on our current assessment, we have identified five sig-
nificant challenges that are currently facing the Nation. And these
are navigation, which deals with the capacity, the efficiency, and
the volumes needed in the national marine transportation system,;
flood protection, dealing with continued development of flood plains
and coastal planes and coastline erosions; environmental manage-
ment, dealing with restoration of habitat, especially protection of
wetlands; wetland—I mean, infrastructure renovation, which is
maintaining the Nation’s water management infrastructure, includ-
ing recreation facilities and the effects of global climate change;
and disaster response assistance, dealing with increased severity
and frequency of national disasters.

We must meet these challenges in order to preserve and promote
our future national welfare. And to that end, I believe that we need
to carefully evaluate our level of investment in water resource
management. We need to invest in improving our water resource
infrastructure, many parts which have outlasted their 50-year de-
sign lives.

Now, this comes at a time when national need for their continued
benefits are growing and we need to meet new challenges for water
resource management brought about by increasing trade, popu-
lation and population shifts and environmental values. We need to
invest, in addition to our water resource infrastructure, to the ex-
tent that improving existing infrastructure will not meet national
needs. We also need to better manage existing infrastructure,
where to invest and how to decide which facilities have outlived
their usefulness.

MEDIA COVERAGE OF THE CORPS

Now, to address very quickly some recent media coverage of the
Corps. First, the allegation that I or members of my command are
trying to grow the Corps with respect to the number of employees
is absolutely ludicrous. For one thing, the Civil Works Program
WOI(‘ik force is only 24,000 strong, not 37,000 as implied by the
media.

More importantly, over the past 4 years, we have reduced the
size of the organization by nearly 10 percent while streamlining
and improving our business processes. We have pursued our mis-
sion to address the Nation’s growing water resource management
needs in an environment of deliberate downsizing. The Nation’s
work load for our mission is certainly growing, but we are not.
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Next, there are allegations of wrong-doing in the Upper Mis-
sissippi and the Illinois Navigation Studies. These allegations are
very troubling to me, as they challenge the fundamental value of
the Corps of Engineers to the Nation. The foundation for that value
is trust in our absolute integrity to provide the Administration and
the Congress with water resource investment recommendations
that are unbiased and technically sound.

Now, while the widely published allegations and the media re-
ports attempt to erode that foundation, I know beyond a doubt that
your trust has not been misplaced. I, therefore, welcome and will
fully support all independent outside investigations of the allega-
tions and any review of our processes. I will take prompt corrective
action if wrongdoing is discovered and will make improvement in
our processes, if warranted.

However, I assure you that when all the facts are in, you will see
that there is no need to do either and that your traditional trust
in the Corps remains as always, very well-founded.

Now, let me explain the reasons for my confidence. First of all,
I believe in the professionalism and dedication of the Corps team
and have great trust in my leaders. Additionally, our planning
processes provide for multiple reviews to ensure objectivity. And
these include independent technical reviews, a minimum of two for-
mal public reviews, Washington-level policy review, State and
agency coordination requirements and, finally, the review by the
Executive Branch under Executive Order 12322.

Notably, for the study in question, the draft report has not yet
been completed, much less undergone these reviews. As a rule,
there are no easy, clear-cut answers to the complex issues we face
in water resource management.

Technical experts often disagree on specifics. Nevertheless, our
planning process ensures that all sides of any technical disagree-
ment are competently analyzed and subjected to proper peer, public
and policy reviews. And ultimately, after full and open debate, bal-
anced professional judgment must enter the process.

And dealing with technical disagreement is the role of our field
commanders. They must make tough decisions on whether to rec-
ommend investments in a project, often in the face of strongly held
opposing views. Our processes ensure that all interests are heard
and that final recommendations are unbiased, based on the best
science available and in the public interest.

In our business, invariably there is an interest group that is op-
posed to some aspect of our work. However, the accommodation
and fairness of the Corps’ planning process delivers recommenda-
tions that address the national interest based on sound engineering
judgment. And for these reasons, I'm sure you will find the integ-
rity of our process and of the leaders who guide it to be indis-
putable.

UPPER MISSISSIPPI RIVER NAVIGATION STUDY

Now, let me take a few minutes to report on the status of activity
related to the Upper Mississippi River Navigation Study. There
have been two significant intentional reviews.

Senator DOMENICI. General, do you have the project development
flow chart?
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General BALLARD. I have the chart, sir.

Senator DOMENICI. Do you have it over here? Why don’t you put
it up. This is the project development process, right?

[The chart follows:]

Civil Works Project Development Process
(Upper Mississippi Navigation Study)

Feasibility Study
We are here

Publc Review
Admiisaion  Administration
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General BALLARD. That is the process, Senator.

Senator BURNS. Let the rest of us see it.

Senator DOMENICI. You all don’t mind in the audience if we look
at it, do you? There you go.

General BALLARD. Bring it closer and I'll just talk off of it. I'll
just deviate just for a second from my statement so I can explain
this chart to everyone.

Inside of the box there, is where we are with this study. We're
in the feasibility portion of it. The large white arrow points out
that we’re in the study phase. What is important here is that we
have not really had the appropriate oversight reviews that nor-
mally accrue to the public. And I'm talking about the public review
process, the agency coordination or anything of that nature.

We'’re in the preliminary stage. We are scheduled to submit—to
complete a draft of this study in December of this year. The bottom
line is, we're just starting this process. The dialogue is just begin-
ning. So the comments that we have received from the media re-
garding “cooking the books” and all the other things that you read
is definitely premature. We’re not there yet.

Senator DOMENICI. General, you meant by your statement that—
you didn’t mean that we have not done the public input. You meant
that the time has not yet arrived according to the process and it’s
still to be done?

General BALLARD. The public comment, once we address the re-
port, is still to be done. Thank you, sir, for correcting me. We have
received public input to this process.

Senator DOMENICI. But there will be a chance for more, won’t
there?

General BALLARD. Yes, sir.

Senator DOMENICI. If people are wondering what you're
doing

General BALLARD. We will have a chance to submit this for agen-
cy review, we will have at least two more opportunities for public
comment as we move to point those out. After the draft report is
out, that next dark black arrow there, we will have a period of pub-
lic review. We're scheduled to have the final report out by Decem-
ber of this year. And after that, we will release it again to the pub-
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lic one more time and we will release it to State and agency re-
views.

Senator DOMENICI. One more time.

General BALLARD. Yes, one more time. And we are projected to
have a final Chief's Report by February 2001. Then it goes from me
to the ASACW office for Administration review. And then finally to
OMB for clearance and review before it is submitted to the Con-
gress. So as you can see, if I can quickly count that, after we ad-
dress, there are one, two, three, four, five more opportunities for
public review and input by others.

Senator DOMENICI. We're going to make this one part of the
record. We can’t put that one in.

ALLEGATIONS FOR WRONGDOING

General BALLARD. Yes, sir. In addition to the clarification on the
review process, there have been some allegations of wrongdoing by
some of our employees and I've directed an internal investigation
according to my authority to take a look at that. The investigation
is complete and I can submit that for the record if you desire. And
we found no misconduct.

There are several external investigations and reviews that are in
process. The Office of Special Counsel [OSC] requested that the
Secretary of Defense investigate the allegation and report the find-
ing back to OSC. This investigation is being done by the Army In-
spector General and we are providing information requested by the
Army Inspector General in support of his investigations and we’re
scheduled to meet with him and provide some additional answers.

In addition, the Survey and Investigations staff of the House
Committee on Appropriations has begun its investigation. We have
met with the staff, provided information and documents requested,
and we remain committed to fully supporting it throughout the in-
vestigation.

Finally, the Secretary of the Army has directed that an inde-
pendent assessment be made of the economics of the study. The
bottom line is, sir, I'm convinced that the findings of these inves-
tigations will confirm that our planning process and execution of
that process are fundamentally sound.

In conclusion, we need to invest in water resource management
infrastructure to meet the challenges based on national needs. And
through a deliberate streamlining and improvement of our business
processes and downsizing of our work force, we continue to maxi-
mize actual and potential values of our organization to the Civil
Works program, to the Army, and to the Nation.

And finally, we are pursuing this mission with the utmost profes-
sionalism and integrity. And I'm confident that our planning proc-
ess and the judgment of our leaders are sound and will yield bal-
anced recommendations for wise water resource investments.

PREPARED STATEMENT

Thank you very much, Mr. Chairman, and members of the Com-
mittee. This concludes my statement.
[The statement follows:]
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PREPARED STATEMENT OF LT. GENERAL JOE N. BALLARD

Mr. Chairman and members of the subcommittee: I am honored to be testifying
on the President’s fiscal year 2001 (fiscal year 2001) Budget for the Civil Works Pro-
gram. This is my last of four appearances before you as Chief of Engineers. Leading
the Corps has been an inspirational and rewarding challenge for me personally and
professionally. I take great pride in results of our work together to ensure that the
Civil Works Program remains strong, balanced, responsive, and highly productive.
Until my watch is over, I will continue to work with you to that end, and look for-
ward to your continued partnership in this fine program, so broadly beneficial to
our nation.

In this, my final statement, I will depart from the usual practice of presenting
details on such things as the budget, program execution, organizational restruc-
turing, and improvement of business systems and operations, to focus on significant
challenges for the nation in water and related land resources management, which
I feel the Corps is eminently qualified to address. I will say just a few words about
the budget and reducing the Corps’ maintenance backlog, then devote the balance
of my testimony to an assessment of national water and related land resources man-
agement needs. Accordingly, my statement covers just these three topics: Summary
of the Civil Works Program Budget; Reducing the Corps’ Maintenance Backlog; and
Meeting the Nation’s Water and Related Land Resources Management Needs.

SUMMARY OF CIVIL WORKS PROGRAM BUDGET

This is a good budget. New funding for the Civil Works Program, including the
Direct and Reimbursed programs, is expected to approach $5.20 billion.

Direct Program funding, including discretionary and mandatory amounts appro-
priated directly to the Corps, totals $4.46 billion. Discretionary amounts total £4.06
billion; mandatory amounts total $395 million.

Reimbursed Program funding is projected to be $700 million.

DIRECT PROGRAM

The proposed budget reflects the Administration’s commitment to continued sound
development and management of the nation’s water and related land resources. It
provides for continued efficient operation of the nation’s navigation, flood protection,
and other water resource management infrastructure, fair regulation of the nation’s
wetlands, and restoration of the nation’s important environmental resources, such
as the Florida Everglades. It is supported by a proposal to establish a Harbor Serv-
ices User Fee (HSUF) and Harbor Services Fund (HSF) to fund the federal share
of construction as well as operation and maintenance cost of our harbors and ports.
Lastly, it is consistent with the President’s overall domestic priorities and continued
commitment to a balanced budget.

The budget provides for continued funding of nearly all studies and projects un-
derway, including many started in fiscal year 2000. It also provides for funding of
new starts under the General Investigations (GI) and Construction, General (CQ),
programs.

REIMBURSED PROGRAM

Through the Interagency and Intergovernmental Support Program we help non-
DOD federal agencies, States, and other countries with timely, cost-effective imple-
mentation of their programs, while maintaining and enhancing capabilities for exe-
cution of our Civil and Military Program missions. These customers rely on our ex-
tensive capabilities, experience, and successful track record. The work is principally
technical oversight and management of engineering, environmental, and construc-
tion contracts performed by private sector firms, and is fully funded by the cus-
tomers.

Currently, we provide reimbursable support for about 60 other federal agencies
and several State and local governments. Total reimbursement for such work in fis-
cal year 2001 is projected to be $700 million. The largest share—nearly $270 mil-
lion—is expected from the Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) for cleanup of
wastes at numerous sites under its Superfund program. 90 percent of Reimbursed
Program funding is provided by other federal agencies.

REDUCING CORPS’ MAINTENANCE BACKLOG

Our fiscal year 2001 budget request for $1.854 billion matches the amount appro-
priated for fiscal year 2000. In the short term, despite level funding, we will be able
to sustain customer services. However, in the long term, given the vast and aging
infrastructure needing attention and care, this becomes increasingly difficult. As
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stewards of a diverse and widespread complex of water and related land resources

management facilities, the Corps must do its best to preserve the nation’s invest-

ment and ensure the continued flow of intended benefits. Toward that end, I have

{)e%ently completed a comprehensive review of the O&M program, as explained
elow.

Over the past year, I conducted an in-depth review of the O&M program. I spent
a full day with each of my eight division commanders, along with their district com-
manders, covering every aspect of the O&M program. My purpose was to instill
heightened interest in making this program as efficient and effective as possible,
and to ensure that my commanders are fully engaged to that end. As a result, we
are pursuing improvements throughout the program. For example, we are reviewing
our inventory of property and equipment to determine the minimum required for
mission accomplishment. We have compiled a list of over 300 examples of cost-sav-
ing measures, resulting in $124 million in annual savings and $24 million in one-
time savings. These examples have been publicized throughout the Corps, so that
everyone might apply them to his/her own situation. Division and district com-
manders are continually reviewing their programs to determine best business prac-
tices to be employed in responding to the ever-changing marketplace.

Improving the O&M program is not a one-time effort. It is a continuing commit-
ment that will challenge the entire organization. Everyone involved in the O&M
program will be looking for better ways to provide public services and products at
least cost. The Corps’ dedicated workforce takes pride in carrying out its steward-
ship responsibilities. It is up to this challenge and will continue to do its best.

Notwithstanding these efforts, we still face a growing O&M backlog. We are mak-
ing a concerted effort to identify the highest priority backlog and concentrate avail-
able resources on addressing the most critical needs. Improved program execution
is helping. In fiscal year 1999, we succeeded in reducing the unexpended carryover
by $110 million, and applied a good portion of this toward the backlog. Nevertheless,
we now estimate that required funding for our highest priority backlog will be about
$450 million in fiscal year 2001—up from $329 million in fiscal year 2000. I will
continue to do all I can to make the O&M program as efficient as possible, and look
forward to continued support of this committee in our endeavor to reverse the O&M
backlog growth.

MEETING NATION’S WATER AND RELATED LAND RESOURCES MANAGEMENT NEEDS
CORPS’ HISTORIC ROLE IN SERVICE TO THE NATION

The Army Corps of Engineers began its distinguished public service in the New
England Provincial Army, before our nation existed, with construction of fortifica-
tions for the Battle of Bunker Hill in 1775. Since then, for more than 225 years,
the Corps has responded ably to the Army’s and nation’s needs.

Throughout this period, the mission of the Corps has evolved from military only
to both civil and military. What began as a military mission in birth of the nation
in the 18th century grew into civil and military missions of building and preserving
the nation in the 19th century. We mapped the frontier and laid out roads, canals,
and railroads for westward expansion. We aided national commerce through devel-
opment of a vast navigation system of coastal and inland channels, ports, and har-
bors. We initiated development of the first national parks. We built many public
buildings of the nation’s capital, including the Capitol. We also assisted in pre-
serving the Union. In the 20th century, we built the daunting Panama Canal, after
others had failed. More importantly, based on our performance over the years, the
Administration and Congress expanded both the civil and military missions dra-
matically.

Civil Works project purposes included flood, hurricane, and shore erosion protec-
tion; water and related land environmental management; hydropower generation;
water-based recreation; municipal and industrial water supply; irrigation; hazardous
and toxic waste cleanup; and technical support for other federal agencies, States,
and other nations. As a result of these and earlier duties, our water and related
land management infrastructure has grown to include over 400 multi-purpose res-
ervoirs, 12,000 miles of navigation channels, hundreds of ports and harbors, and
11.6 million acres of land.

As our national needs and priorities have changed, the Corps has been at the
leading edge to meet them.

We have increasingly focused on developing and honing our project management
expertise. Concurrently, we have contracted with private sector architectural, engi-
neering, and construction firms to accomplish our work, until, now, much of our de-
sign and all of our construction are done by such firms. Contracting gives us ready
access to a force much larger than our own to accomplish our mission, resulting in
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the so-called force multiplication effect. Given that we can leverage civil program
assets in support of our military mission, this effect, already available to our mili-
tary program, can be doubled for execution of our military mission. For example,
during the Persian Gulf War, we employed readily available force-multiplied assets
from the civil program to assist U.S. forces. This enhanced our nation’s readiness,
responsiveness, effectiveness, and efficiency in the “mother of all battles,” won by
the allies in 100 hours, and remains a powerful strength for future service to the
Army, federal government, our nation, and other nations.

Always, we have striven to stay at the leading edge in service to the Army, federal
government, and our nation.

Success in meeting our challenge depends principally upon our business oper-
ations. In recognition of this, we have improved our business processes for more re-
sponsive, expeditious, and productive performance. Additionally, we have improved
partnerships with project sponsors and partnering with all stakeholders in project
execution. These improvements are the foundation of our recently fielded project
management business process, providing an orderly, logical, and reasoned approach
to managing projects to meet the nation’s water and related land resource manage-
ment needs. Finally, we remain vigilant for and eager to explore other improvement
opportunities.

To facilitate improved business operations, we have restructured our organization
at all levels to provide for more pertinent, flexible, and timely operations resourcing.
Concurrently, we have tailored our resources to workload and eliminated surpluses,
downsizing our workforce by over 16 percent since 1993. In addition to promoting
improved operations, this has reduced our cost of doing business. Our goal has been,
and remains, to stay fit for and in step with our nation’s future.

As we enter the 21st century, we envision that the Corps will continue in its long-
standing and exemplary leadership role as the nation’s problem solver.

CURRENT CIVIL PROGRAM MISSION

The goal of our Civil Program is to contribute to the welfare of our nation by pro-
viding, in partnership with customers, desired goods and services of highest quality,
designed to be economic, technically sound, and environmentally sustainable. We do
this through:

—formulation, development, and operation of facilities and practices for manage-
ment of the nation’s water and related land resources (including protection, res-
toration, and management of environment resources);

—administration of water resources management programs (including resource
use regulation, hazardous waste cleanup, and assistance with natural disaster
response and recovery); and

—engineering and technical services for other federal agencies and States.

The Civil Program is prosecuted through subordinate programs established ex-
pressly for accomplishment of distinct phases of work, such as investigation, con-
struction, and operation and maintenance. These programs are designed to address
needs of all purposes thoroughly, fairly, and timely. They are executed by a talented
team of multidisciplinary staff specialists and private sector contractors. This team
develops comprehensive perspectives across technical, socioeconomic, cultural, polit-
ical, geographic, and environmental boundaries, in examination and recommenda-
tion of solutions to problems in all phases of our work.

We address all relevant purposes within appropriate “frameworks” in a
multiojective trade-off process, ensuring optimum multipurpose solutions. The
frameworks include regions, watersheds, coastal zones, and ecosystems. Our many
partners participate in this process. They include customers; other stakeholders
such as local, State, and federal agencies; and the general public. As a result, com-
peting goals of many interests are balanced without bias to satisfy needs and de-
sires of multiple constituencies for a wide variety of water and related land resource
management goods and services that contribute directly to the national welfare.

In light of the broad responsibility entrusted to us by the Administration and
Congress for national water and related land resources management the breadth
and depth of our experience in executing that responsibility, and national needs for
water and related land resources management as we enter the new century, we feel
obliged to present the following assessment.

NATIONAL TRENDS

Throughout its history, our Civil Works Program has been affected by external
forces. The most important of these have been, and continue to be, customer de-
mands for goods and services and taxpayer concern that investment in such goods
and services be advisable. Our customers include direct beneficiaries of our projects,
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most of whom are cost-sharing partners. Taxpayers include the general public and
taxpayer advocates. For our program to remain a relevant and viable contributor
to national welfare, we must remain sensitive to these forces, continually reori-
enting, rescoping, and refocusing the program in light of them.

As customer demands for, and taxpayer concerns about, water and related land
resources management investment continually change, so, too, do national needs
and priorities for such management. In light of this, in the coming months we in-
tend to hold public listening sessions around the country with our customers, other
partners, and concerned taxpayers to refine current national needs and priorities for
water and related land resources management. These sessions will provide a forum
for a national dialogue intended to produce more widespread discussion of needs and
priorities, choices, constraints, tradeoffs, impacts, and challenges facing the nation
and the implications they have for our national welfare.

Meanwhile, our current assessments of current trends follow.

Current Assessments

As the world’s climate changes, changing hydrology and water distribution and,
in turn, environmental and socioeconomic conditions, necessary changes in and ad-
ditions to the nation’s water and related land resources management facilities, sys-
tems, and practices must be anticipated and effected as opportunely as feasible.

As global markets expand, international commerce will demand more efficient do-
mestic ports and harbors and improved vessel and intermodal cargo handling facili-
ties.

With many properties and major populations located in the nation’s floodplains,
flooding will continue to threaten national welfare. Moreover, as pressures continue
to develop flood-prone lands and natural flood management systems are com-
promised, the threat of flood damage will increase.

Ongoing migration of the nation’s population to coastal plains and coasts, and at-
tendant property development, will increase risks of loss from coastal erosion, floods,
and hurricanes.

The ongoing migration to coastal plains and coasts will put increasing pressure
on coastal habitat, especially wetlands, and other fish and wildlife ecosystems.

Through Water Resources Development Acts of 1996 and 1999 (WRDA 96 and
WRDA 99), the American public placed national environmental health near the fore-
front of social priorities. These acts, providing additional authorities to the Corps
for ecosystem and watershed protection and restoration, increase emphasis on na-
tional need such as for ecosystem restoration, wetlands management, and non-
structural floodplain management.

As the nation’s population grows, there will be growing conflicts among multiple
interests within watersheds wanting to use available water for diverse needs.

As the nation’s water and related land management infrastructure ages, it must
be rehabilitated, modified, replaced, or removed.

Given the American public’s strong and growing interest in downsizing the federal
government and, in turn, its workforce, ongoing outsourcing and privatizing for ac-
complishment of government work, including engineering, will increase. Also, the
nonfederal sector will have to take on more water resources responsibilities.

Current Challenges

In light of our current assessments of trends in the nation’s water and related
land resources management, we have identified 5 significant challenges currently
facing the nation. These are:

—Navigation—dealing with capacity and efficiency needs;

—Flood Protection—dealing with existing and continued development of
floodplains, including coastal plains and coasts, and increased demand for pro-
tection from flooding, erosion, and winds;

—Environmental Management—dealing with restoration of habitat, especially
protection of wetlands;

—Infrastructure Renovation—maintaining the nation’s water and related land
management infrastructure and effects of global climate change; and

—Disaster Response Assistance—dealing with increasing severity and frequency
of natural disasters.

We must meet these challenges in order to preserve and promote our future na-
tional welfare. In cases that other federal agencies have authorities to address them,
we promote interagency alliances and partnerships. Each challenge is discussed
next.



20

NAVIGATION

The National Marine Transportation System (NMTS) comprises approximately
1,000 harbor channels; 25,000 miles of inland, intracoastal, and coastal waterways;
and 238 locks. This system serves over 300 ports with more than 3,700 terminals
for cargo and passenger movement, and connects to 152,000 miles of rail, 460,00
miles of pipelines, and 45,000 miles of interstate highways.

The system annually provides enormous national benefits:

—creating employment for more than 13 million citizens and contributing about

8 percent of national Gross Domestic Product (GDP);
—moving more than 2 billion tons of domestic and international freight having
a value of approximately $1.01 trillion;

—moving over 60 percent of the nation’s grain exports;

—importing 3.3 billion barrels of oil to meet national energy demands;

—providing 3-20 times less pollution per ton of cargo moved, as well as reduced

accident risk compared with alternate transportation modes;

—supporting 110,000 commercial fishing vessels and recreational fishing together

contributing $111 billion to State economies;

—transporting 134 million passengers by ferry;

—serving 78 million Americans engaged in recreational boating; and

—hosting more than 5 million cruise ship passengers.

However, the system is nearing capacity, while demands on it will grow substan-
tially. The Corps estimates that total volume of domestic and international marine
trade is expected to more-than-double in the next twenty years to more than 4 bil-
lion tons per year by 2020. We project that inland shipments will increase over that
same period by 200 million tons, to 830 million tons. This increase in shipment vol-
ume will severely stress the NMTS.

International trade and competition are key factors in our economic growth and
impacting foreign relations. Currently, 20 percent of our GDP and nearly that much
of our employment are associated with international trade.

Increasingly, the containerships of choice are mega-vessels with 50-55 foot drafts.
Few of our ports have sufficient depths for this, but key international ports do, in-
cluding those of Halifax, Freeport, and Vancouver. These ports are able competitors
for our international trade. A major hurdle in meeting demand for deeper channels
required by mega-vessels will be in meeting dredging requirements themselves.
Over the past 10 years an average of 275 million cubic yards of spoil has been
dredged for deep-draft channels. With deeper and wider channels greater spoil
quantities will be produced, stressing both the physical capacity of our dredge fleet,
and our ability to dispose of the spoil economically and in an environmentally ac-
ceptable way.

Also, unfortunately, more than 44 percent of our inland waterway locks and dams
are at least 50 years old. Many locks are undersized for modern commercial barge
movements. Yet, they are carrying beyond their original designs, and according to
the Corps’ calculations, will be asked to carry 30 percent more by 2020. Annual lock
delays associated with aged facilities currently total over 550,000 hours, rep-
resenting an estimated $385 million in increased operating costs borne by shippers,
carriers, and ultimately consumers.

Among the 36 locks with high average delays in 1998, 19 are on the Upper Mis-
sissippi River—Illinois Waterway system, 5 are on the Gulf Intracoastal Waterway
(GIWW) or its connecting channels, and 12 are on the Ohio River system. Since the
passage of WRDA 86, with $1.7 billion has been invested in 14 locks to date, and
an additional $3.4 billion is programmed for ongoing construction at an additional
13 locks. Adequate and timely investments are needed to address the need for an
efficient inland waterway system.

There is much that the federal government can do to ensure that our NMTS will
continue to make positive contributions to our national prosperity and global com-
petitiveness.

FLOOD PROTECTION

Flooding is the most destructive and costly natural disaster in our nation, ac-
counting for 85 percent of all natural disasters that occur annually. We have made
a major investment in flood protection infrastructure, including, for the Corps only,
nearly 400 major reservoirs and 8,500 miles of levees and dikes, as well as hundreds
of smaller local flood protection improvements. We estimate that, since 1950, the
Corps’ infrastructure has prevented nearly $500 billion in riverine and coastal flood
damage, returning nearly $6.00 in flood protection benefit for every $1.00 invested,
and preventing, on average, $16 billion in flood damages annually.
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Despite its considerable success in flood protection, the nation still has an exten-
sive residual flood damage problem. Costs of floods (emergency assistance costs plus
property losses) still average over $4 billion annually. News coverage of recent flood
disasters, including the 1993 Mississippi River Flood and the 1997 catastrophe in
Grand Forks, North Dakota, have shown, graphically, the enormous economic costs
of flooding. Unquantifiable social costs include, in addition to injury and loss of life,
stress on individuals and families caused by disruption, evacuation, and life in tem-
porary quarters. It also includes trauma caused by injury and death, loss of irre-
placeable property, and destruction of homes, neighborhoods, and entire commu-
nities.

Major reasons for the nation’s continuing flood damage problem include extensive
and growing unprotected development in “100-year” floodplains along the nation’s
streams, rivers, and shorelines, as well as development just outside 100-year
floodplains where use regulations do not apply, but risk of less frequent more dam-
aging floods exists.

Urban development in floodplains is increasing by 1.5-2.5 percent annually. In
addition, the nation’s population is migrating to coastal plains. Presently, more than
36 million people live in coastal areas subject to flooding, hurricanes, and shore ero-
sion. Along the East and Gulf coasts, about $3 trillion in infrastructure is located
along shores vulnerable to erosion from flooding and other natural hazards. During
the 20th century, 23 hurricanes caused economic damages in excess of $1 billion,
each, in today’s dollars. Most recently, Floyd, a category 4 hurricane that ravaged
the East Coast in September, 1999, caused loss of 75 lives and economic damages
estimated at $6 billion. Populations of the coastal states of California, Florida, and
Texas are each expected to grow by more than 36 percent over the next 25 years.
In recent years, these states have sustained the greatest amount of total flood dam-
ages.

The nation needs to develop policies to address floods, erosion, and hurricanes,
and the social, economic, and environmental bases associated with them.

ENVIRONMENTAL MANAGEMENT

Protection and restoration of the environment is an important goal. Indeed, res-
toration of native ecosystems and, possibly, creation of new ones, is crucial to sus-
taining natural systems and habitats for future generations. Our nation has more
than 3.6 million miles of rivers and streams that, along with floodplains and upland
areas, comprise corridors of great economic, social, and environmental value. These
corridors are complex ecosystems that perform vital environmental functions, in-
cluding modulating streamflows, storing water, removing harmful materials from
water, and providing habitat for aquatic and terrestrial plants and animals. Until
passage of the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) in 1970, however, devel-
opment of these corridors proceeded without concern, resulting in degradation of
water quality, decreased water conveyance and storage capacity, loss of habitat for
fish and wildlife, and decreased recreational and aesthetic values. NEPA prescribed
integration of environmental protection and social goals with economic ones in the
development of water and related land resource management projects. However, de-
spite the shift in emphasis toward environmental benefits in such projects, much
work remains to be done. The environment has suffered heavily. In order that it
might sustain future generations, it must be cleaned up and restored, and further
development must be tempered by an ethic of ensuring environmental sustainability
of any such development.

Over the years, human activities have significantly stressed aquatic environments
across the nation and contributed to detrimental changes in their dynamic equi-
libria. Environmentally stressing activities have included physically changing habi-
tats, including converting them to something else; over-enriching waters with oxy-
gen-demanding nutrients; contaminating waters with bacteria; polluting lands and
waters with chemicals; elevating the temperature of waters with oxygen-depleting
heat; and spilling oil in oceans. For example, dredging of the nation’s ports and har-
bors for cargo vessels, and disposal of the spoil, much of which is contaminated sedi-
ment, has adversely impacted coastal ecosystems. Bigger ships on the horizon will
require deeper ports, more dredging, and more places to dispose of spoil. Such sites
are quickly filling.

Within the contiguous United States, over 100 million acres (53 percent) of wet-
lands—an area the size of California—have been lost since colonial times, primarily
from farming and urban development. Coastal areas have been particularly hard
hit, although the rate of loss there has slowed since the 1980s. In addition to serv-
ing as habitats and spawning grounds for fish, waterfowl, and mammals, wetlands
help reduce flood damage, protect shorelines from erosion, and improve water qual-



22

ity. About 35 percent of all federally listed rare and endangered species either live
in or depend upon wetlands. The reduction in wetlands has allowed flooding to af-
fect habitats and species populations adversely. The American Fisheries Society lists
364 species or subspecies of fish as threatened, endangered, or of special concern,
or at risk of habitat destruction. In all, about 600 species have been lost or endan-
gered. Diminished flows to river deltas and estuaries from dams dry up wetlands,
deteriorate water quality, reduce crucial habitat, and reduce fisheries.

On average, coastal areas are twice as productive (ecologically) as inland areas.
Coastal oceans and estuaries, among the most productive and valuable of natural
systems, are also among the most threatened by human development. Over half of
our population lives within 50 miles of a coastline, in areas collectively representing
only 11 percent of the nation’s total land area. This population concentration puts
a great strain on many local ecosystems and coastal environments, leaving them
more vulnerable to damage from coastal storms and chronic erosion.

The nation needs a healthy environment, capable of sustaining its development
for socioeconomic purposes, for current and future generations. Potential for restor-
ing beneficial conditions of our nation’s environment, focusing on floodplains includ-
ing rivers, streams, wetlands, and coastal areas, and protecting them from further
damage, is boundless.

INFRASTRUCTURE RENOVATION

Water resources management infrastructure has improved the quality of our citi-
zens’ lives and provided a foundation for the economic growth and development of
this country. Our systems for navigation, flood protection, hydropower generation,
and recreation management all contribute to our national welfare. The stream of
benefits is realized as reduced transportation costs, avoided flood damages, elec-
tricity, and recreation services. For example:

—Navigable channels provide an efficient and economic corridor for moving a

staggering 2.3 billion tons of the nation’s domestic and foreign commerce.

—F};)r egery $1 invested to improve navigation infrastructure, our GDP rises more

than $3.

—Flood protection, on average, prevents $16 billion in damages per year, saving

$6 for every $1 spent.

—Thousands of cities, towns and industries benefit from the 9.5 million acre-feet

of water supply storage from 116 of our lakes and reservoirs.

—Hydroelectric power dams produce enough electricity to supply 4.64 million

homes with power.

—Coastal projects protect 426 miles of the nation’s shoreline.

—Over 30 percent of the recreation and tourism occurring on federal lands takes

place on Corps water and related land resources management facilities.

Quality of American urban and rural life is enhanced by the availability of high-
quality recreational opportunities for users of all economic means. Recreational op-
portunities abound near reservoirs and other places where boating, swimming, and
fishing otherwise might not be available. More than 180 million Americans visited
ocean and bay beaches in 1993. It is estimated that coastal recreation and tourism
generate $8 to $12 billion annually. In 1996, an estimated 77.7 million recreational
boaters spent approximately $17.8 billion on products and services related to rec-
reational boating, while recreational fishing contributed another $13.5 billion to the
economy. Growing population will place a greater demand on performance of the na-
tional water and related land management infrastructure used for recreation.

Investment in economically justified and environmentally sound maintenance,
major rehabilitation, and new infrastructure is needed to maintain and improve our
capital water and related land resources management stock, and, in turn, benefits
received from it.

DISASTER RESPONSE ASSISTANCE

In recent years, our nation has suffered a series of major disasters whose impacts
have been measured officially in terms of lives lost and high costs of damage to
property and relocations. In addition, impacts have included disruption of family
life; loss of jobs; business failures; disruption of safe water, sanitation, food, and
shelter, and transportation; chaos in communities for weeks; changing of lives for-
ever; public health risks due to diminished capability of public health care systems;
loss of income and tax revenues; and impacts on other government programs from
diversion of tax dollars to disaster response, relief, and recovery.

The Federal Emergency Management Agency reports that 25 major disasters oc-
curred between 1988-1997 totaling $140 billion in damages. In the past 10 years,
the nation has experienced the Loma Prieta and Northridge earthquakes in Cali-
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fornia; record flooding in the Midwest, California, and other regions; and hurricanes
Andrew, Inicki, Marilyn, Fran, and Georges, among others. The Atlantic region
alone saw 65 tropical storms during the period 1995-1999, of which 20 were Cat-
egory 3-5 major hurricanes.

The cost of disasters runs high. The National Science and Technology Council es-
timates that the structural losses from natural disasters averaged $1 billion weekly
between August, 1992 and December, 1995. Given the magnitude of disasters in re-
cent years, new ways are needed to address disaster response, recovery, and mitiga-
tion. In fact, every federal, State, and local agency charged with emergency manage-
ment responsibilities is stepping up to the task, with the support of the private sec-
tor. On one hand, the nation must avoid, withstand, and minimize economic losses
on humans and property from disasters to the extent feasible; and on the other, it
must be prepared to respond to and recover quickly from disasters when they occur.

Disasters are a fact of life, especially in our country which is subject to more
major storms than in any other on Earth. With the threat of major floods and hurri-
canes, potential damages are severe. Recognized experts in the field of natural haz-
ards assessment predict that losses from disasters will continue to grow over the
next 10-20 years, despite the best efforts of our emergency management practi-
tioners. The Southern California Earthquake Center forecasts a high probability of
a major catastrophic earthquake in California within the next 20 years. The repet-
itive nature of damages in many parts of the country illustrates need for new strate-
gies to mitigate, respond to, and recover from the many looming hazards.

Several trends are increasing our vulnerability to disasters. One is global climate
change. Extreme events believed to have been exceeded but once in a hundred
years, on average, are occurring far more frequently, threatening the lives, property,
natural resources, and vitality of local and regional economies throughout the na-
tion. There is also a trend of increased development in risk-prone areas. As stated
previously, the coastlines are particularly attractive to development and also espe-
cially vulnerable to disasters. Warning systems and shore protection efforts have
made people feel more comfortable about development along shorelines, and, along
with mitigation and insurance measures to alleviate short-term risks associated
with living near the ocean and floodplains, may actually encourage concentrations
of development in vulnerable areas.

Adequate investment in emergency management is needed to ensure the capa-
bility of federal agencies to respond fully and quickly when disasters strike. Coordi-
nated planning is needed among key agencies who must work together to perform
the readiness requirements under the Federal Response Plan, avoiding needless du-
plication of responsibilities, and undue hardship for State, county, and city agencies.
Our nation, subject to more major storms than any other, needs the federal capa-
bility to deal with multiple emergency contingencies.

CONCLUSION

The President’s Budget for the Corps of Engineers is a good one. However, we
must continue to find ways to reduce our costs and shift more of those remaining
to direct beneficiaries of our services. Meanwhile, we will do our very best to execute
the Civil Works Program for maximum benefit to the nation.

With funding provided for our Operation and Maintenance Program in the fiscal
year 2001 budget, we will be able to sustain customer services. However, we esti-
mate that required funding for our highest priority maintenance backlog will in-
crease to $450 million in fiscal year 2001—up by over $120 million from fiscal year
2({30. I will continue to do all I can to make the O&M program as efficient as pos-
sible.

Based on our assessment of the nation’s current water and related land resources
management needs, we feel strongly that the nation faces significant, and demand-
ing challenges in dealing with those needs. We also know that the Corps has many
unique assets from which to draw in tackling those challenges. These include our
longstanding and exemplary leadership role in water and related land resources
management; highly competent multi-disciplinary workforce complemented through
contracting by a large public sector workforce; world-class research and development
laboratories; highly developed and continually improved business processes includ-
ing the recently fielded project management process; geographically dispersed orga-
nization, recently restructured to provide more pertinent, flexible, and timely oper-
ations resourcing; and capital infrastructure including thousands of completed facili-
ties.

Finally, we are committed to improvement in performance and customer satisfac-
tion within available resources—continually maximizing actual and potential values
of our organization to the Civil Works Program, the Army, and the nation.
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Thank you Mr. Chairman and Members of the Committee. This concludes my
statement.

Senator DOMENICI. Thank you very much. Now, Senator Reid,
would you like to comment on any observations before we start
questions?

Senator REID. I will, in the interest of time, Mr. Chairman, sub-
mit my statement and questions for the record.

Senator DOMENICI. Thank you very much. Senator Burns, do you
want to have any comments first?

Senator BURNS. I'm just going to make mine in the form of a
question, a couple of questions. I think it moves the process along.

Senator DOMENICI. Senator McConnell.

Senator MCCONNELL. Same here, Mr. Chairman.

Senator DOMENICI. Senator Craig.

Senator CRAIG. Same.

Senator DOMENICI. Senator Dorgan. Can I ask, are the Senators
here interested in a specific item that theyre going to inquire
about? If it’s a specific item, I'll let you proceed and I'll wait to do
my indepth questioning.

FISCAL YEAR 2001 BUDGET

I have very big concerns about this budget. Once again, the Ad-
ministration funds all of its initiatives and projects it likes at ei-
ther 100 percent, or 92 percent of the Corps capability, and they
take 30 or 40 high priority congressional projects and don’t request
funds for them.

Now, I don’t think we can afford to just fund every one of the
Administration’s programs totally intact as they asked for and have
a huge number of congressional priorities that aren’t taken care of.
Having said that, Senator McConnell, you wanted to ask about one
project, one item?

Senator MCCONNELL. It’s not one item, Mr. Chairman. It’s re-
lated to the possibility of the Corps doing some of the cleanup at
the Paducah uranium enrichment plant

Senator DOMENICI. Let’s go in order. We don’t want to be here
beyond maybe 11:30 or 11:45. You can start any questions if you
have any, Senator Reid. Mr. Burns, you can proceed.

STATEMENT OF SENATOR CONRAD BURNS

Senator BURNS. I would ask that my full statement be made part
of the record, Mr. Chairman.

Senator DOMENICI. It will be.

Senator BURNS. I have a couple of comments and will start by
apologizing that I am unable to stay for the whole hearing so I will
address my questions to both the Bureau of Reclamation and Corps
of Engineers now to get them in the record. Maybe we can take
some of the responsibilities off the Bureau of Reclamation’s shoul-
ders, general. I notice they are still in the business of adminis-
trating grazing permits in Montana. Why? They aren’t in that busi-
ness. Shouldn’t it be done by the BLM and could it be moved to
the Bureau of Land Management?

Senator REID. You hope so.

Senator BURNS. Well, if it takes an amendment to do that, let us
know and we’ll be happy to try including it.
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Also, I'm still having some concerns about the overtures I hear
of flirting with reducing the budgets for purchase power and wheel-
ing in the Administration’s budget.

With the Corps, the issuance of permits in Montana continues to
concern me. That is our biggest problem. I guess probably what has
happened here, the attention to the Upper Mississippi Valley is
carrying over into other smaller projects where the permits could
be issued, yet we're just not getting any kind of timely issuance of
those permits. We are having a hard time even receiving a decision
whether a permit is needed or not. That’s frustrating to a lot of
folks along our rivers in Montana.

Also, I'm wondering if we can get assurances from the BOR on
the ownership transfer of intake? The intake diversion dam,
Glendive, Montana, was supposed to have been done years ago. We
have legislation in the works authorizing this to be done and we're
wondering about BOR’s willingness to do this is a timely manner.

Now, saying all that, I want to end on a high note and thank the
Corps for your interest in the fish hatchery at Fort Peck and other
projects up and down the river. I think you’ve got a tremendous
leadership team on the upper Missouri and we want to continue to
work with you on those things. But there are additional things that
I think we should direct your attention toward. I've heard from my
constituents in Montana and they agree.

PREPARED STATEMENT

I do continue to have some concerns about the priorities the
Corps of Engineers are setting and look forward to working with
you and trying to work our way through it with the Chairman of
the Committee. Nobody works as hard on this particular sub-
committee as our chairman does. And thank you very much, Mr.
Chairman.

[The statement follows:]

PREPARED STATEMENT OF SENATOR CONRAD BURNS

Thank you Mr. Chairman for the opportunity to address the committee today. As
you well know, the Bureau of Reclamation and the Corp of Engineers both play vital
roles in the management of the West’s water resources. Overall, these agencies are
a great asset to the West and have historically helped us in the management of our
most valuable resource, water. I have been especially pleased with the working rela-
tionship that has developed between my office and the Corp of Engineers in our mu-
tual effort to help the citizens of Montana.

However, as is generally the case when dealing with a valuable resource, conten-
tions do arise between my constituents and these agencies. With some attention to
management details, I believe we have the opportunity to smooth out these rough
spots.

First, I would like to address some of the concerns with the Bureau of Reclama-
tion. As most members of this committee are aware, many of the Bureau of Rec-
lamation projects in my state are in dire need of repair. Unfortunately, I don’t be-
lieve the Bureau has a comprehensive plan in place to address these needs. Addi-
tionally, the Bureau is consistently running into cost overruns and passing these
added costs on to my state’s constituents. In a time of economic hardship within our
agriculture communities, these costs can be the difference between making ends
meet and having to shut the family farm down. I would hope that the Bureau would
examine their methods of cost estimation and construction costs and look for ways
to keep our projects operational at a reasonable cost.

Additionally, I am curious as to why, in this time of reinventing government, that
the redundant activities of various agencies aren’t being consolidated. I make this
point in relation to the Bureau because we actually have Reclamation adminis-
trating grazing permits in some areas of Montana. Why aren’t we turning this activ-
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ity over to the Bureau of Land Management, an agency much more suited to the
task? I have been asked numerous times by my ranchers why they operate under
two sets of rules on BLM and BOR grazing land. It just doesn’t make good sense.
I believe we can streamline these processes and better address the needs of the pub-
lic. This is only one example of a non-traditional Bureau activity, I am sure that
many others exist that are better provided by other agencies.

The Bureau also is continuing to flirt with the idea of addressing wheeling con-
cerns through administrative means. I have made the point previously that any
wheeling changes must be done legislatively and we will not tolerate an administra-
tive rule change. I stand by my prior comments and feel they must be reiterated
for the benefit of the Bureau. The questions surrounding wheeling are extremely im-
portant to my constituents and any administrative decision that does not allow
them the representation due to them will only create divisiveness between the agen-
cy and my state’s residents.

Last year I mentioned that I was curious as to what is holding up the ownership
transfer on the Intake Diversion Dam north of Glendive, Montana. Supposedly this
transfer was to take place in a fairly straightforward manner, yet we continued to
wait for it to be finalized. In response I introduced legislation to transfer title to
these projects, but I feel that it could have been done more quickly had the Bureau
acted 1in better faith with the local irrigators.

In regards to the activities of the Corps of Engineers in Montana, I have to com-
mend the Corps on their efforts to deal with many competing interests. As the per-
mitting process in the Yellowstone area illustrates, it is hard to make a decision
that will make everyone happy. The stakes are high and everyone has something
to lose. I don’t envy the position of the Corps in that regard. However, whether it
is addressing an eroding landfill near Billings, or working to balance the needs of
flood mitigation and wildlife habitat, the Corps has continued to shoot straight in
dealing with most of our locals.

That being said, I must relay some of the frustration being felt due to the lack
of timeliness in receiving permits. When we apply for permits in Montana, it is gen-
erally an urgent situation. Flooding may be threatening the land we earn our liveli-
hoods off of. It may also be threatening our very homes. Unfortunately, I don’t be-
lieve the Corps has a fast-track process in place that can address these urgent
needs. I hate to go home and hear horror stories of bureaucratic inaction and work
that didn’t get done in time because the permit process moved too slowly. These are
real people who have worked their lives for what they have. It is a tragedy when
they watch it all disappear because the bureaucracy moved a little too slowly.

I urge the Corps to examine this problem and look at ways to fix it. To be fair,
last year was a better year for permitting. Of the 600 404 permit requests in Mon-
tana last year, I am told that all were approved. This is good, however, I still have
heard from numerous ranchers that they were given the run around in finding out
whether they needed permits or who to contact to get the green light to move ahead
on important projects. I would hope that the Corps would put a process in place and
let this be known to Montanans that may need to apply for permits.

Another wrinkle in the relationship with Montanans and the Corps was the redi-
rection of $400,000 of Section 33 money from an extremely important study on the
Missouri River. The time lost in this study as a result will only lead to more erosion
and problems on the stretch of the Missouri below Fort Peck. This is an important
project and the money must be restored as soon as possible.

Finally, I would like to end on a high note and thank the Corps for their work
on the Fort Peck Fish Hatchery. This project will be a great boon to Montana’s fish-
eries and the Corps has moved forward quickly and professionally at the request
of the State of Montana, local citizens and myself. I look forward to passing author-
izing legislation this year and hopefully including beginning construction money in
the fiscal year 2001 appropriations.

Mr. Chairman, thank you again for the opportunity to address the committee.

Senator DOMENICI. Thank you. We're going to proceed, then, with
first arrival, is that fair enough? You proceed, Senator.

PADUCAH GASEOUS DIFFUSION PLANT

Senator MCCONNELL. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. Secretary
Westphal and General Ballard, I'm sure you've read the articles in
The Washington Post documenting the wide stream contamination
and radiation exposure to the work force at Paducah, Kentucky
gaseous diffusion plant.
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As you can imagine, the workers and their families are justifi-
ably outraged by the Department of Energy’s misconduct. What is
worse, up until the articles ran in the Post, the Department spent
the past 50 years denying this sort of thing could have happened.
Following the damaging press accounts, the Department of Energy
committed more funding to cleanup and worker health testing.

Perhaps predictably, DOE has absolutely failed to make any
headway on the conversion of the 57,000 cylinders of depleted ura-
nium hexafluoride that are stacked outside along the fence of the
plants. These cylinders contain a potent cocktail of hazardous
chemical and radiological material. DOE began accumulating these
14-ton cylinders since the day the plants began production 50 years
ago. Today, if you lined up these contaminated cylinders end to
end, they would stretch from Washington, DC, to Ocean City,
Maryland, 136 miles away.

In July 1998, I drafted legislation which was signed into law
mandating that DOE begin converting this material into a nonhaz-
ardous state. To date, DOE has done little except study the situa-
tion. Already DOE has missed its self-prescribed timetable to have
a contract award cleanup by the year and the fiscal year 2001
budget fails to provide sufficient funding to keep the cleanup on
track. Frankly, I'm disappointed by DOE’s inaction and lack of ac-
countability. They have waited 50 years for cleanup and des-
perately needs a job. More importantly, the community deserves a
start to the cleanup which by DOE’s own projection will last more
than 20 years.

Now, I raise all this because the Corps of Engineers has a clean-
up track record and I'm looking to the Corps for assistance in
cleaning up DOE’s environmental legacy. So with that backdrop,
let me propound a few questions. General Ballard, does the Army
Corps——

Senator REID. Senator McConnell, what was Paducah originally
used for? Why do they have 57,000 drums? What was the plant ini-
tially established for?

Senator MCCONNELL. It’'s been a uranium enrichment plant for
50 years. General Ballard, does the Army Corps have the expertise
to undertake the conversion of 57,000 cylinders of depleted ura-
nium cylinders immediately and convert this material to a benign
state and to dispose of it permanently?

General BALLARD. The short answer is yes, Senator. And the long
answer is that we’ve had quite a bit of experience not only working
at the FUSRAP program but we are currently involved in—you
may be aware of this—in doing a nuclear fissile storage facility in
the former Soviet Union as part of the Nunn-Lugar amendment. So
we have experience inside of the Corps, plus we have a number of
our consultants and partners with us who have engaged in this
type of work before.

Senator MCCONNELL. In fact, there is every reason to believe you
could accomplish this task faster than the Department of Energy
and better than the Department of Energy, is there not? Go ahead
and brag if you want to.

General BALLARD. Well, we do have a fairly good track record of
aggressively moving out on this type of work and I feel confident
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that we could accomplish the job now faster and I would rather not
brag to that respect but we can do it.

Senator MCCONNELL. Are there legal impediments to—if I were
to try to assign this task to you all rather than the way it’s cur-
rently being done so ineptly, are there legal impediments to the
Corps undertaking these kinds of tasks?

General BALLARD. Not if we do it as a contractor or support to
DOE so we don’t run into the regulatory issues. And I would have
to look at it even deeper but I don’t believe there are any legal im-
p%liments that would prevent me from doing this type work for
DOE.

Senator MCCONNELL. The Department has prepared an environ-
mental impact study, a Record of Decision and a cleanup plan.
Have you or your staff reviewed this material and is there any-
thing that you are unfamiliar with or unable to deal with from a
technological standpoint?

General BALLARD. My staff has reviewed quite a bit of data sur-
rounding the Paducah facility and another one in Ohio. So I don’t
think that there is anything that’s there that we are not really fa-
miliar with. I think we understand what the process is pretty good.

Senator MCCONNELL. Finally, the Department of Energy has
made a big deal and has just notified the Army of the potential
threat to our men in uniform since the metal armor was produced
from the depleted uranium from the plant. Are you familiar with
recent evaluation by the U.S. Army radiation research office?

General BALLARD. I am somewhat familiar with it, Senator. I am
not an expert on it but I read the documentation surrounding that
testimony.

Senator MCCONNELL. Does what you've read give you any con-
cern about proceeding with the conversion?

General BALLARD. No, it does not.

Senator MCCONNELL. Thank you very much, Senator.

Senator DOMENICI. Senator Dorgan.

RED RIVER VALLEY, GRAND FORKS, NORTH DAKOTA

Senator DORGAN. Mr. Chairman, thank you very much. And I
want to thank you, Chairman Domenici, and also Senator Reid for
the assistance on the projects that we’ve been working on in North
Dakota and I want to thank General Ballard and Dr. Westphal and
General Van Winkle and others.

At one point in my congressional career, I was one of those who
would use inappropriate language from time to time when I would
reference the Corps because there are a number of things that I
worked on, it just seemed to me like nothing quite got done. And
then we got involved in a very significant flood fight in Grand
Forks. The Red River Valley, particularly in the Grand Forks area
caused us some problems. And I tell you, having the Corps involved
in a flood fight with you is something to watch and I have deep
admiration for the men and women who serve in the Corps of Engi-
neers and I want to thank you for that.

DEVILS LAKE, NORTH DAKOTA

We have been struggling mightily in North Dakota with a lake
flood called Devils Lake. And my colleagues know it well because



29

we continue to talk a great deal about it. But in human terms, it’s
not taking lives but it’s destroying lives in many ways.

Duane Howard, one of the great rodeo champions in America—
perhaps one of the best bull riders you would ever see in this coun-
try—lost 80 percent of his ranch. Eighty percent of it is gone. Now
it’s under the lake. He’s lost his livelihood, lost his ability to make
a living.

And Randy Meyers is a gunsmith and a paraplegic who watched
his home torched as a health hazard, as the water from the lake
enveloped his home. These are real consequences and so we've been
struggling mightily to address something we don’t see in this coun-
try very often—a lake flood with no inlet and no outlet for which
there is not an easy solution.

And I want to thank you, Dr. Westphal and General Ballard,
General Van Winkle. You all have been helpful. We're struggling
to try to produce an outlet that would provide major releases of
water in a manner that would not affect others but would take
some pressure off that lake. And this is turning out to be a very,
very difficult task but we must continue to work on it.

I would ask a couple of brief questions. With respect to the outlet
that we’ve been working on, I know it is alleged by some, that the
proposed outlet, will send the boundary’s waters to Canada. It is
our intention and your intention and the intention of anyone who
is talking about an outlet that we would be required to comply with
the boundary waters treaty. And we would have to go through an
EPA process and be in full compliance with the boundary water
treaty. Will you concur with that?

Dr. WESTPHAL. Yes.

General BALLARD. Yes.

Senator DORGAN. And it is also the case that if we construct an
outlet to take the pressure off this lake successfully it will prevent
this lake from going to the 1,460 level, which it has done some
many, many years ago. | believe the Corps has indicated that the
cost of the 1,460 level is somewhere around 500 and a quarter mil-
lion dollars additional damage. Is that correct?

General BALLARD. That’s correct.

Senator DORGAN. And the reason I ask these questions is, it de-
scribes the fact that this investment, in an attempt to address this
flooding, is an investment that’s good for the country. If we don’t
take some proactive measures here, we will certainly have to bear
a much larger cost later. And we have to build dikes, raise roads,
raise roads again, do all of these things to try to respond to the
needs of people and we're still not able to keep up.

So I just wanted to make the point, Mr. Chairman, that I have
appreciated your attention to this and appreciate the attention of
the Corps as we work forward here. The Administration has asked
for some $4%2 million for some front end planning design. I under-
stand from speaking with the Chairman that the construction itself
has to be approved by Congress. We have to deal with that at a
later time but the design, we hope we can keep that in this process.

That’s a long way of saying thanks. I appreciate the work you’re
doing and the assistance you’re giving us, both you and also Mr.
Chairman and others in the committee
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Senator DOMENICI. Well, let me assure you, Senator, that Devils
Lake is imprinted on my brain. I have seen more of Devils Lake
for never having visited it than any project in America. And in an
effort to know about it, I finally have pledged to you that if I visit
another State on a Corps project, I will stop over first at Devils
Lake because it’s a phenomenon that is very difficult to understand
but it is real. And we will do our very best to get it started in an
appropriate way and in this bill.

You keep reminding us but I think we won’t have to work very
hard. It will be in the Chairman’s draft when we get the appropria-
tion bill ready. If it’s something that belongs in the supplemental,
it will be there. I don’t know what we’re going to do in the supple-
mental. Some way we’re not going to have any at all. So it won’t
be in there if there is none.

Senator DORGAN. The recommendation in the supplemental is ac-
tually where the small amount of money is—the larger amount of
money is requested in the regular appropriations. But I look for-
ward to working with you.

Senator DOMENICI. Senator Craig here next, please.

SNAKE/COLUMBIA CORRIDOR

Senator CRAIG. I'll be only brief. I came to listen but also to ex-
press to the Army Corps the importance I place on their missions
and their responsibilities in the Pacific Northwest and especially in
the Snake/Columbia corridor. My colleague from Washington is
with me this morning. He and I watch you all very, very closely.
We like our dams, we like our slack water, we like our fish, we like
our hydro and we expect you to handle them responsibly. Thank
you.

Senator DOMENICI. And that was even better than you did the
last time in the Energy Committee. We can quote you on this. Sen-
ator Gorton?

Senator GORTON. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. I join you in saying
I've learned a great deal about Devils Lake. I perhaps have even
more understanding than Senator Dorgan coming from a wet State
than you do coming from a dry State. But the problems that he
faces there are very real and do deserve our help and I wanted to
say that.

Senator DOMENICI. Incidentally, it’s snowing in Albuquerque this
morning, so don’t call this dry. We're trying very hard to get a little
water.

COLUMBIA/SNAKE RIVER PREFERRED ALTERNATIVE

Senator GORTON. But I do have some questions on the subject
that Senator Craig rose, General Ballard. Two weeks ago, I met
General Strock in my office to discuss the status of the Corps’ envi-
ronmental impact statement on the Columbia and Snake. He ad-
vised me that the Corps may be issuing a preferred alternative on
whether to breach the Snake River dams this fall.

Can you specify for me a more precise time frame during which
the Corps intends to release this preferred alternative and whether
the public will have an opportunity to comment on it before it be-
comes final?
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General BALLARD. Yes. Let me take the second part of your ques-
tion. Most certainly the public will have an opportunity to comment
on the preferred alternative when we release it.

Senator GORTON. Before it becomes final.

General BALLARD. Before it becomes final. The date—I’'m looking
at my colleagues now to give me the exact date.

General VAN WINKLE. Sir, we have a tentative date of October
of this year but again, there are some negotiations ongoing and we
have to make some decisions. So this is very tentative. I would give
you that date as a rough estimate at this point

Senator GORTON. Can you tell me if there is additional informa-
tion that the Corps will incorporate into its final decision or will
it be based on what you know already?

Dr. WESTPHAL. Senator, let me try and answer that. We believe
that the Corps really has most of the information it’s going to need.
Now, the biological opinion is going to be coming out here in a cou-
ple of months and how that would affect the EIS, we’re not sure,
but we believe that we are really ready to go forward with a final
EIS. We've done the study, the analysis. This is not a decision doc-
ument. This is an information document. So to expedite this, we
think we can put out a final EIS probably in the October/November
time frame.

Senator GORTON. You said a little later. It was September/Octo-
ber 2 weeks ago. Now it’s October or November?

Dr. WESTPHAL. Well, only because before we were thinking about
coming out with a draft EIS, another draft EIS, but if we go to a
final, we could probably get it done by October. I don’t want to
speak for General Strock because they're still churning a lot of in-
formation and public comment, a significant amount of public com-
nfl'erlllt from the recent meeting they had. So partly it’s a function
of that.

General BALLARD. But getting to the final rather than the draft,
Senator, will get us into the dialogue much quicker.

Senator GORTON. Now, can any of you here provide me with an
estimate as to whether the natural runs for spring and summer
Chiq}ook salmon on the Snake River will increase or decrease this
year?

Dr. WESTPHAL. Well, the expectations were that they were going
to increase this year, but there is some new research coming out
now that CRI is coming out and I am not sure exactly when that
will be public. But we are being told that there may be some—that
the news from that may not be that good. But I don’t know what
it is. I couldn’t tell you today what the CRI will tell us.

Senator GORTON. Will whatever happens this year be factored
into the feasibility study and your recommendations?

Dr. WESTPHAL. No, because the CRI—well, we already have the
analysis on the Snake River salmon. We don’t really need to ac-
count for the remainder of the species in the Columbia River basin
in our EIS because our EIS is lower Snake River EIS. So we've got
what we need and we need to proceed forward with the EIS.

JOHN DAY LOCK AND DAM

Senator GORTON. One last question on this subject. I understand
there are reports that the Oregon State Fish and Wildlife Depart-
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ment questions your analysis or may question your analysis on the
John Day study drawdown and it is pressing the Corps to pursue
further study on this issue. I don’t believe any more study is war-
ranted. Can you explain the Corps’ position on the drawdown and
when we can expect the final decision?

Dr. WESTPHAL. We completed John Day phase 1 study and as
you know, there is language in last year’s appropriations bills that
prohibits us from going to a phase 2 or a McNary drawdown study
without permission of the Congress.

Senator GORTON. I'm familiar with that.

Dr. WESTPHAL. I thought you might be. But we intend to adhere
to that language and we are not proceeding further.

COLUMBIA RIVER NAVIGATION CHANNEL DEEPENING

Senator GORTON. Now something on which I wanted to congratu-
late you and say how much I want you to succeed, and that is the
deepening of the Columbia River, the navigation channel. I'm de-
lighted with your reports and it seems to me that you're doing
very, very well. Some environmental features of the project which
obviously are important may be ready for construction in fiscal
year 2001 but the Chief’s report was completed so late in the budg-
et preparation cycle that it couldn’t be included in the President’s
budget as a new construction start.

If Congress were to appropriate a small amount of construction
funds for fiscal year 2001, would the Corps be capable of beginning
consgruction of these environmental features during that fiscal
year?

Dr. WESTPHAL. I think so but let me defer to General Van
Winkle.

General VAN WINKLE. Senator, we could. We have some capa-
bility estimates of around $4.5 million to do that in 2001.

CAPABILITY DISCLOSURE STATEMENT

Senator GORTON. Thank you. The National Marine Fisheries
Service included a requirement that the Corps and local sponsors
find and improve 5,000 acres of the habitat as mitigation. What are
you doing to meet that requirement?

Dr. WESTPHAL. Sir, I'm not sure. I would have to get an answer
for the record, unless you have one.

General VAN WINKLE. No, we’ll have to get the details for the
record on that.

[The information follows:]

CAPABILITY DISCLOSURE STATEMENT

Although project and study capabilities reflect the readiness of the work for ac-
complishment, they are in competition for available funds and manpower Army-
wide. In this context, the fiscal year 2001 capability amounts shown consider each
project or study PY itself without reference to the rest of the program. However,
it is emphasized that the total amount proposed for the Army’s Civil Works Pro-
gram in the President’s budget for fiscal year 2001 is the appropriate amount con-
sistent with the Administration’s assessment of national priorities for Federal in-
vestments. In addition, the total amount proposed for the Army’s Civil Works Pro-
gram in the President’s Budget is the maximum that can be efficiently and effec-
tively used. Therefore, while we could utilize additional funds on individual projects
and studies, offsetting reductions would be required in order to maintain our overall
budgetary objectives.
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Hereafter, this statement is referred to as “the usual qualifications.

COLUMBIA RIVER CHANNEL DEEPENING

The biological opinion for the Columbia River Channel Deepening project clearly
states in the terms and conditions that the Corps will, “as part of the Corps’ eco-
system restoration mission and responsibility under separate authority, independent
of the Channel Improvements Project, expedite the attainment of the objectives of
the Lower Columbia River Estuary Program by restoring 1,500 acres of tidal wet-
lands by 2005, and 3,000 acres between 2005 and 2010, subject to Congressional au-
thority and appropriation”. The Corps intends to request funds for a new General
Investigation (GI) study in order to fulfill this term and condition. This GI study
would specifically address environmental restoration in support of the Lower Colum-
bia Estuary Program. The restoration of habitat is not considered part of “mitigation
for the deepening project”. We will also use Section 1135, Project Modifications for
Improvements to the Environment and Section 206, Aquatic Restoration, both part
of our Continuing Authorities Program, for habitat restoration.

Senator GORTON. If you will get an answer on how you are work-
ing with local sponsors, I would appreciate it. But I do want to say
I'm very enthusiastic about your enthusiasm and I want to con-
gratﬁlate you. And Mr. Chairman, I wanted to thank you very
much.

Segator CRrAIG. Mr. Chairman, could I do a follow up to an an-
swer?

Senator DOMENICI. Could I just comment before you do that, Sen-
ator? Senator Gorton, we were having a hearing not too long ago
on the purchase of the Boca, that big ranch in New Mexico, and
I sat next to you as you questioned a U.S. Representative from the
district that Boca is from, it’s in his district, and I curtailed him
and anybody present that it is not an easy thing around here and
will never be to tear down the poor dams that are up there in your
part of the country. Our Congressman got a lot of press that he
was for tearing them down but your comments got in the paper
also. I just wanted you to know you were pretty tough on that Con-
gressman. But apparently this is one of the most important issues
you have going, is that right?

Senator GORTON. It is very easy to say that and we did not ap-
preciate the Congressman referring to it in that way. But as I told
him then, he was extremely fortunate that he had you as a Senator
because that means that he doesn’t get punished with respect to
the Boca ranch interference in our business.

Senator DOMENICI. I understand.

Senator CRAIG. Mr. Chairman, I was chairing that hearing and
I must say that Senator Gorton, it was one of his finest hours,
without question. In relation to final draft versus draft and public
comment, what is it, what will it be, have you decided, and if it’s
a final, why then go back out for public comment?

Dr. WESTPHAL. When you do a final, you just simply put it out,
not for public comment. You put it out for public review.

Senator CRAIG. Consumption but not reaction?

Dr. WESTPHAL. Exactly.

Senator CRAIG. So what are you doing?

Dr. WESTPHAL. We're heading towards a final. We believe we've
got enough public comment and enough information to go right to
a final. We don’t need to put it out for more public comment and
do another draft this time. That’s my belief and that’s what I would
like to see happen.
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Senator CRAIG. So that is what we should expect to happen?

Dr. WESTPHAL. I think so.

Senator CRAIG. All right. That it will be a final draft not for pub-
lic comment, but for public consumption?

Dr. WESTPHAL. Right.

Senator CRAIG. Thank you.

Senator DOMENICI. Senator Stevens, I and Senator Reid have re-
served our questions but if you would like to go, we would welcome
them.

ALASKA NATIONAL DEFENSE SYSTEM MISSILE SITES

Senator STEVENS. I just came over from another subcommittee
because I saw my friends Dr. Westphal and General Ballard are
here and I would just like to ask you a couple of questions.

I just visited, General Ballard, with the Pacific Ocean Division
of the Corps and, Secretary, this applies to you too. I believe the
decision has been made that the Corps will handle the Alaska por-
tion of the national defense system in terms of developing the site
for the missiles and the support base that is necessary.

I want to make sure that there is adequate funding here to carry
out that process and that we have thought about the staffing in the
Alaska District and the Pacific Ocean Division that will be needed
to do that. I think they have the expertise to do it and they’ve gone
to construction in Alaska and I want to make certain that these
people have the knowledge, and that we’re supporting them in get-
ting the kind of people they need to assure this is getting done in
time and done properly.

General BALLARD. Senator, I'll address that. As I informed your
staff, about 2 weeks ago, I moved the project management for that
work from Huntsville to the Alaska District and we are currently
evaluating the appropriate staff that they require. As you know,
this project is much too important for us to fail. So I'm putting the
appropriate oversight and staffing in Alaska for them to handle
this work.

Senator STEVENS. I want to make sure that people understand
construction.

Let me bore you all with a story. When I was a brand-new Sen-
ator, we got a new Federal building for Nome. I don’t know if I told
you this, but it was a really beautiful building for this small, his-
toric town and they were going to have an opening in the spring.
They decided to get the whole building warmed up before the open-
ing. I went up there for the opening and guess what? The building
had sunk about a foot and a half. No one understood the problems
of permafrost and stability of soils and that’s something we can’t
have happen on the national defense system.

General BALLARD. Absolutely.

Senator STEVENS. And so we have the ability and we have people
who work in the Arctic who are contractors. And if we have people
who have done beautiful work in Central America and they start
doing it up there, we're going to pay the price. So I hope you really
put some people in there that understand the Arctic, General, be-
cause this is going to be a big, big thing for the country if it hap-
pens. It’s not that big for Alaska. The money is really going into
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the systems rather than into the ground but we want it to be done
right when it’s done.

General BALLARD. I understand, sir.

Senator STEVENS. Do you believe we have the supervision that
will be necessary to do this job right?

General BALLARD. I'm confident that we will.

U.S. ARMY COLD REGIONS RESEARCH AND ENGINEERING
LABORATORIES

Dr. WESTPHAL. Senator, when you and I went up there last year,
if I recall, I took a half a day away from being with you and went
to visit the Corps of Engineers Cold Regions Laboratory there, and
what we have is you basically go underneath the mountain and
they study permafrost.

You can go inside this mountain and you can see the ice sitting
in layers of dirt. And as you see, if you don’t account for that, you
put something on top of it and it melts, you've got a serious prob-
lem. So I think the Corps has the expertise and the ability and has
it on site to deal with these issues.

Senator STEVENS. Well, we think that you ought to make trips
often, make sure you inspect those sites.

Senator REID. Senator Stevens, did they ever fix the courthouse?

Senator STEVENS. As a matter of fact, we built a new one and
used the other one—it has a nice basement, it does—it is still used
but not for a courthouse.

Senator CRAIG. Keeps sinking?

Senator STEVENS. I don’t have any other questions, gentlemen. I
appreciate your response to requests for information I've made and
I do have great confidence in the work that’s done by the Army
through the Corps of Engineers. They’re our neighbors and do a
great many things. We’re hopeful in time we’ll have reports to you
on developments of perhaps a new port on the northwest coast so
we can open up some of those mines up there. But that’s still com-
ing through the stage of design and research and it’s not ready to
come to the committee yet.

I would like to have you all come up there and see that some-
time. You ought to see this area of Alaska. Very few people come
up to see the northwest coast of Alaska. It’s beautiful. Tremendous
mineral content. The problem is access.

Senator REID. Is that where Nome is?

Senator STEVENS. It’s actually above Nome. It’s north of Nome.
But Nome is on the Seward peninsula in northwest Alaska.

Senator DOMENICI. We appreciate you coming to our committee
today. We look forward to working with you on the budget.

Senator STEVENS. I'm your humble servant if you're ready to talk
about the budget.

Senator DOMENICI. The Corps of Engineers funding for your mis-
sile project will be in Senator Burns’ committee in military con-
struction.

Senator STEVENS. Yes, but these two were both in your sub-
committee.

Senator DOMENICI. 'm with you. Senator Reid, please. Thank
you.
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Senator REID. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. First of all, General
Ballard, I want to join with the others to congratulate you on a
stunning military career. It’s not often that you find someone who
finishes their career with three stars and you should be very proud
that you’ve rendered a great service to the country.

General BALLARD. Thank you, sir.

RURAL NEVADA WATER SUPPLY INFRASTRUCTURE

Senator REID. This question could be answered by anyone who
cares to. The Federal Government is imposing increasingly strict
regulations on water supply. In areas like Las Vegas and Reno,
they can handle that. But for 10, 15 percent of the population of
Nevada covering 70 million acres, they have a real burden. And I'm
particularly interested in one of the provisions for rural Montana
and Nevada in section 595 of WRDA, 9299. But, of course, there
are a host of others around the country that are concerned in addi-
tion to Montana and Nevada. Do we have any reason that we
haven’t budgeted money to take care of these problems? Do we
have threats, for lack of a better description, that we’re going to
have higher restrictions on arsenic content and other things and
we have no money to cover all this?

Dr. WESTPHAL. Let me take a stab at that. I think these ques-
tions—and I'm going to get on a limb here but I think these ques-
tions, such as the one you posed, Senator Reid, and some of the
ones that I'll have to deal with throughout testimony here and in
the House will require, I think, some greater dialogue between the
Administration and the Congress as to how far out we want to get
into this type of work.

This is not traditional mission work of the Corps of Engineers.
However, there is a national need for this. There is no question
that the need you just outlined is there. It’s there in many rural
areas. It’s there in many parts of the country. We operated, putting
together our budget, on the premise that we have a very tight
budget and we needed to fund the projects we already had in the
works. So these types of authorities that have been in previous
WRDA bills simply didn’t get the funding.

But I think there is an increasing debate about doing this kind
of work and I believe that the only way we're going to successfully
attack it nationwide is to have a dialogue with you and to come to
some understanding as to how far we want to get into it and how
we want to do that work.

Senator REID. All I know is that we’re going to have a crisis be-
cause when these restrictions in effect come into it and local com-
panies are trying to—water companies are trying to meet these
standards. Impossible, can’t meet them. The amount of money, the
cost is more than the water districts are worth just to solve one of
the water problems.

Do you think the Corps has the capability and expertise, if you
had the money, to address these problems?

CONSTRUCTION AND MAINTENANCE BACKLOG

Dr. WESTPHAL. I think the Corps does have the capability and
expertise. Now, again, we have to face the argument that some
pose that say, well, you’ve got a huge backlog of work and construc-
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tion and O&M. How do you reconcile putting money into other
things when you’ve got this backlog?

So I think we need to address both those issues. We need to ad-
dress the backlog issue and how much it is and how much we have
to—how much we’re going to need to really make a dent on that.
But we also have to—we can’t stay still. We can’t not support the
needs of the country as they arise in the future. So we have to look
to the future. We also have to address the past. And for us, it’s a
simple game of mathematics. We just have not had enough money
to put in the budget to address all of these adequately.

Senator REID. Dr. Westphal, estimates range up to $45 billion in
backlog water resources this country needs. That doesn’t take into
consideration what I've just talked about, some of the new rules
that will go into effect. And you have in your budget request $4 bil-
lion. It’s without any question that this is inadequate funding, $4
billion.

Do you have a plan to do away with this huge backlog? I mean,
are we going to see additional requests in the years to come or are
we going to continue doing less than one tenth of what is needed?

Dr. WESTPHAL. Well, there are a number of things we could do.
We can certainly address the backlog from the standpoint of great-
er efficiencies and I think the Chief has done that. He has done a
very good job of trying to find ways to make the program more effi-
cient and use those gains to make up some of the backlog. But
that’s a very small dent into a big problem.

Second, I think we can look at—you mentioned the $45 billion.
That includes a lot of projects that are absolutely not moving. They
are simply—they are deferred or there is just nothing going on
there. So there is a lot of—perhaps half of that work is work that
we probably aren’t going to do certainly in the near future and we
need to address to determine with you if we are going to go forward
with that work and at what pace and at what level and is there
a Federal-—mon-Federal sponsor for the work.

So we also need to look at the authorized projects that are simply
not going to happen. They’re not going to get built, they're not
going to get constructed, because of the environmental issues or be-
cause there is no local sponsor. So there is a variety of ways of
dealing with it, and as I requested from Chairman Smith of our au-
thorizing committee, we’re going to be looking at that backlog pret-
ty seriously, taking a look at the lists of projects out there and
making some analyses that we hope to be able to provide some rec-
ommendations on.

WETLAND PROPOSALS

Senator REID. Mr. Chairman, I have a number of other ques-
tions. One includes some technical answers that I need regarding
wetlands proposals and whether or not, again, you have the ade-
quate personnel to meet these demands. When problems arise re-
garding the wetlands rules, it’s taking too long to resolve, and in
the process of resolving these wetlands problems, people are lit-
erally going broke. They have to borrow money, waiting until there
is some definitive answer from the Corps and, in the process, the
interest payments are going up.
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So I have 12 other questions that we’ll submit to you in writing
because the Chairman hasn’t had a chance to ask questions. I'm
going to stop now. But if you would get back to me within the next
couple of weeks with written responses to these written questions,
I would appreciate it.

RIGID REGULATORY STANDARDS

Senator DOMENICI. Senator, thank you so much for your being
brief. I want to also say that inherent in what I see of the rural
communities with smaller water systems and the new rules is a se-
rious question as to whether the standards that have been set up
are too rigid. I mean, nobody wants to look at it. I mean, they just
want to say, how much is it going to cost to do what somebody is
telling us to do.

But the question may be, for a whole lot of America, are those
standards that are being insisted upon, are they really necessary.
And I'm not going to ask any of you. That’s not your expertise. But
it’s obvious we're asking rural areas to build some rather fantastic
facilities for very small systems that cannot achieve the kind of
things that a major system can in a city. And I don’t know who is
going to look at it because it would seem to me the Administration
doesn’t want to look at it, at least for a while.

FALLON, NEVADA

Senator REID. Mr. Chairman, just in one rural committee, an ag-
ricultural community in Nevada, Fallon, Nevada, they have an ar-
senal and they’ve had it for many years. It’s estimated that it will
cost each water user in Fallon $100 a month to meet the require-
ments that they have. That’s $1,200 a year. They can’t do it.

Senator CRAIG. I've been to Fallon. No, they can’t afford it.

Senator DOMENICI. The question, however, is that arsenic stand-
ard, is that reasonable and rational and does it make common
sense? We have background arsenic in many communities that
have been there forever. I imagine that community and many areas
around it have a level of arsenic in the water that has not been
dangerous and we come along and say—and you can’t get it out of
the natural environment. We say you've got to do it in the water
system.

Senator CRAIG. Mr. Chairman, I assume in Fallon, that’s a very
mineralized area, that that’s a natural water level, is it not?

Senator REID. In Fallon, it’s not a mineralized area, but for rea-
sons we don’t fully understand, it’s always been heavy in arsenic.
Like up where I'm from it is mineralized, we have an arsenic prob-
lem there.

Senator CRAIG. But it is considered a natural State.

Senator REID. Totally.

FISCAL YEAR 2001 BUDGET PRIORITIES

Senator DOMENICI. Okay. Let me just say, I have a series of
questions for you, Dr. Westphal, with reference to the Administra-
tion’s budget. I've alluded to them, but I'm just going to mark three
points.



39

The $4.064 million budget request has funds for high priority Ad-
ministration environmental projects such as the Everglades funded
at 100 percent of the Corps capability for 2001, and deepwater
ports, 92 percent of your capability. But its severely underfunded
ongoing flood control and inland waterways—funding them at only
62 percent of the Corps’ capacity, and it excludes from the budget
requests 40 projects which are high priority for the Congress.

Now, frankly, Dr. Westphal, you’re to be commended for your ef-
forts to put forth a somewhat better budget than we had last year,
and I compliment you for it. I think in areas where you put some
pressure on, we've got a better budget. But how are we going to
deal with this enormous disparity between the Administration’s
priorities and Congressional priorities?

Now, if they all meet the same tests, cost/benefit ratios and the
rest, I mean, why are the President’s more important than these
items the Congress has continually supported? How am I going to
do that? What do you recommend?

Dr. WESTPHAL. Well, Senator, I think that we did fully fund the
Everglades and that’s because we’re at a point where that par-
ticular project is absolutely critical to get that comprehensive study
underway. It’'s a 20-year project. The State is cost sharing that at
a 50/50 rate, so we felt that’'s a very high priority to go forward.
It’s a national priority.

In the navigation area, of course, we are still relying on the use
of the new Harbor Services User Fee proposal which would allow
us then to fully fund at capability levels all our navigation of our
harbor projects. So we’re able to make use of that fund for that.
Last year, I think you appropriated somewhere in the vicinity of
about $700 million out of the fund for the O&M part of that. This
year, if the fund were implemented, it would be about $900 million
out of the fund for O&M construction.

Senator DOMENICI. The Everglades has $1.8 billion in new au-
thorization for the Everglades.

Dr. WESTPHAL. It’s $158 million in this particular year.

Senator DOMENICI. But the new authorization is $1.8 billion.
Look, I'm not critical of the Everglades. It’s a fantastic project and
I'm sure this Committee wants to fund it mightily. But we’re in a
real spot when the Administration takes 40 projects that you have
gone through and you’ve signed cost benefit sharing agreements
with great fanfare. People are waiting, anticipating continued con-
struction. They've got cost sharing agreements that you have
signed, they’re ready to put up their share. And all of a sudden
they disappear from the President’s budget.

I can tell you right now, that’s not going to happen. I'm not going
to fund them unless we get some more money from the allocation,
we're not going to fund the Administration’s at its request and fail
to fund Congressional priorities. You all are going to take a little
cut in order to fund some of ours. There is no evidence that the
President picks out better water projects in terms of those that
have clear cost benefits than Congress can. So we have some pre-
rogatives and I want you to know it’s going to be tough. We'll work
with you as best we can.
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I had a series of questions I was going to ask you about the in-
tegrity of the Corps process. I think you've satisfied my concerns.
I'll submit them for the record .

General BALLARD. Thank you, sir.

CORPS REVIEW

Senator DOMENICI. I would want to know, there is a serious in-
ternal study, Dr. Westphal, occurring within the Administration
because of the articles about the Corps, perhaps The Washington
Post story. Now, who is conducting the review? Is it the Defense
Department that’s conducting the review or who within the Admin-
istration is conducting that?

Dr. WESTPHAL. There are three things underway. The first is—
and General Ballard alluded to them. The first is the Secretary of
the Army has asked the National Academy of Sciences to do an
independent review of the Upper Mississippi Navigation Study, of
that process.

Senator DOMENICI. National Academy of Sciences?

Dr. WEsTPHAL. Right. The National Academy has done some
work for the Corps of Engineers in the past on assessing the cur-
rent principles and guidelines so they have some expertise in this
area. There was a feeling that there was a need to have a totally
independent and outside review of this study. So that’s been or-
dered and that’s underway, I believe, or will be underway shortly.

The second matter is that there are—and I can’t tell you specifi-
cally because I don’t know, but there are investigations of these al-
legations of misconduct and that’s being handled through the ap-
propriate Inspector General and those types of organizations within
the Department of Defense and the Army.

The third matter is simply that the Secretary said, because there
were also allegations that the Army may not have been in control
of the program or something to this effect, that the Secretary sim-
ply said, we will assess, we will ensure that the management and
oversight of the Corps of Engineers is there. And that is not a
study. That is simply looking at the regulations, I assume. And
again, I'm not a part of that. I don’t know when the Secretary is
going to put that out or make a statement about that.

Senator DOMENICI. But I want to state for the record here, so
there is no misunderstanding, Senator Reid has just agreed with
me, and I'm sure that I will get Chairman Stevens and ranking mi-
nority member Byrd, we're going to make sure the Administration
understands that if, as a result of this study, there are any serious
recommendations regarding restructuring, that we want a review
process for the Congress, and we will make sure they know that.
I don’t know whether it should be 6 months or what, but clearly
we support what you do, yet we think we have good oversight.
There still remain people who think the Corps shouldn’t be doing
so much work in America and what they do is not necessarily in
the best interest of our country. So there are a few of those in the
Administration. That’s their business, not mine.

But you understand that we would be very concerned that from
an investigation should any restructuring occur without Congress
understanding why and what it’s going to do to the Corps as it’s
conducting itself. We're pretty proud. The Corps went through a
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difficult year about 25 years ago and I was here for about 8 or 9
years. And it’s highly respected and Congress respects it tremen-
dously for the kind work it’s been doing and that’s thanks to you
and your predecessors, Mr. Secretary, and the good Generals who
have been in charge.

RIO GRANDE RIVER BASIN STUDY

I'm going to ask you a couple of questions, but I'm going to move
for a minute to your requests for Comprehensive Red River Basin
studies. And let me just suggest, I'm going to ask you about them
in writing. And I do want you to know that you included a river
in my State called the Rio Grande River.

I don’t know what I'm going to do with your request as I share
my concerns with the subcommittee members and the full com-
mittee members but I do want to suggest that there are large num-
bers of stakeholders that some of whom are Federal agencies who
are equal stakeholders, if not more so than the Corps, and I have
to try to figure out whether we’re going to get something construc-
tive out of a comprehensive river basin study that you all would
do. No aspersions on you. It’s just when you look at all the players,
are we apt to get something better or something that’s just going
to make the stakeholders more upset and angry?

I, myself, am looking for a way to bring the stakeholders to-
gether. Bureau of Reclamation is involved, I should know, because
they control the water flows in some facilities. And the Commis-
sioner will testify next, and he’s been doing a yeoman’s job trying
to allocate the water shortage in the Rio Grande. You're aware of
that and I very much appreciate your personal knowledge on the
subject. But you understand that your operations may not be what
I, as a Senator, think are going to solve any problems.

Dr. WESTPHAL. And Senator, as I said in my oral statement, 1
want to proceed by working first with you and the other members,
I've engaged Senator Burns and Senator Baucus on the issues on
the Yellowstone because I think we need that input. And if for
some reason you think that we ought to change this plan in some
way, I'm very, very attentive and very willing to do that.

PICATINNY ARSENAL HEAVY METAL CLEANUPS

Senator DOMENICI. Now, do any of you have any further com-
ments? I will submit questions if you’ll answer them. I just have
one question about the heavy metals cleanup at the training
ranges. Last year $3 million was included in the defense appropria-
tion bill for work of extracting heavy metal from soils at various
training ranges. This is a joint project between the heavy metals
office at the Picatinny Arsenal in New Jersey and New Mexico
State University. Evidently someone in the office of the Secretary
of Defense saw this term “remediation” in the title of this project
and sent the $3 million to the Corps of Engineers. I'm not sure
that’s what was intended, but that’s where it is.

While you do remediation work for the Department of Defense,
the $3 million is earmarked for heavy metals office at the Picatinny
arsenal and it was not intended for the Corps—I know it was not
intended for the Corps but it ended up there. We had been unsuc-
cessful in having the funds transferred back to Picatinny. Are ei-
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ther of you, General Ballard or Secretary Westphal, familiar with
the issue? And I understand that funding was directed to the Corps
of Engineers by someone else in the Department of Defense, but I
want to make it clear that this $3 million must be transferred back
without delay so we can get something done.

General BALLARD. I’'m familiar with it, Senator, and I was briefed
on it this morning. We didn’t go looking for it. I thought it was $3
million filed on post, but I'll quickly return it. We’ll get it returned
by——

Senator DOMENICI. You can check it out and make sure what I'm
saying is right.

General BALLARD. Yes, sir.

Senator CRAIG. The check is in the mail.

Senator DOMENICI. I do want to comment, with reference to
cleanup that involves low level nuclear waste and the like. Some-
body in the U.S. House had an ingenious idea that maybe we ought
to experiment and let the Corps of Engineers do some of this clean-
up because we had been involved in many of these projects, I mean,
it’s safe to say, but we never got anything done. We kept turning
the soil and nothing happened.

FORMERLY UTILIZED SITES REMEDIAL ACTION PROGRAM

And now we have a program called FUSRAP and we’ve appro-
priated $150 million for the current year and the Corps is doing
cleanup work. I want to suggest that from everything we know,
you're doing a good job. And as compared with the huge delays and
the kind of circuitousness of the Energy Department’s efforts and
cost increases, I mean, we get an estimate of $300 or $400 million,
turns out $2 or $3 billion by the time the 10 years is examined.

So are you confident that you all are monitoring this program
and that the work is being done properly? And I ask both of you
that. Do you have any complaints of a serious nature that you
might want to put on the record?

Dr. WESTPHAL. I think we’re finding great success with this pro-
gram, doing it on time and in a very efficient manner. I think that
the Corps has taken this task on very seriously and has done a
great job.

General BALLARD. I share those concerns, those comments. We
have taken this program on now and we, in fact, we are quite a
bit further ahead of schedule. Probably the most important thing
we did with then-existing authority and capacity, is that we did not
grow one FTE for doing this program.

Senator DOMENICI. Well, I want the record to show that nobody
from the Corps, indirectly or directly, ever came to see me and ask
me to fund this program. So if somebody thinks you all are lob-
bying for this cleanup, I never heard it. I believe the House came
up with the idea. We transferred about $130 million from DOE to
the Corps.

General BALLARD. Yes, sir.

Senator DOMENICI. So I think it’s very, very important that you
do that job right and that you monitor it very, very closely because
these kind of programs have a tendency—you know, something
seeps out and it becomes a very big eyesore for big groups of people
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and we don’t want that on the Corps for having stepped up to the
plate and doing a better job than anybody else in this regard.

ADDITIONAL COMMITTEE QUESTIONS

Unless you, Senator Craig, have anything, I'm going to submit
the questions.

Senator CRAIG. I do not, Mr. Chairman

Senator DOMENICI. You're excused. And thank you very much.

[The following questions were not asked at the hearing, but were
submitted to the Department for response subsequent to the hear-
ing:]

QUESTIONS SUBMITTED BY SENATOR PETE V. DOMENICI
PROGRAM OVERVIEW

Question. The budget request for fiscal year 2001 totals $4.064 billion for pro-
grams and activities of the Corps of Engineers compared to a total appropriation
for fiscal year 2000 of $4.142 billion. The budget structure and the approach taken
by the Administration in funding projects are very similar to the fiscal year 2000
budget. Specifically, the Corps’ budget request: funds high priority Administration
environmental projects such as the Everglades Restoration at 99 percent of the
Corps capability for fiscal year 2001; funds selected deep water port projects at 92
percent of the Corps capability for fiscal year 2001; severely under funds ongoing
flood control and inland waterway projects (funded at only 60 percent of the Corps
capability), and excludes from the their budget request about 40 projects which are
high priorities of the Congress. Dr. Westphal, you are to be commended for your ef-
forts to put forth a somewhat better budget request for the Corps in fiscal year
2001. Yet similar to last year, there are a number of concerns as I have listed above.
Can you explain to the Committee why there is such a significant disparity in the
balance between various elements of the ongoing construction activities of the Corps
water resource program?

Dr. Westphal. In an ideal world, we would very much like to finish all our con-
tinuing projects on optimum schedules and start new projects to meet additional
needs as they arise. However, in the real world where we have funding constraints,
we must try to balance the need for new projects proposed by the Administration
and Congress with the needs of our continuing projects. Ultimately, we blend the
priorities together as best we can to meet the most urgent needs in both areas. For
the fiscal year 2001 budget, 24 port development projects and activities are funded
to meet near optimum completion schedules in accordance with the proposed Harbor
Services User Fee, which would cover all federal construction costs. In addition, 8
high priority continuing projects and 1 high priority new start project for mitigation,
ecosystem restoration, and other purposes are funded to meet optimum completion
schedules. However, there are also 6 environmental projects and 4 environmental
programs that are not funded at optimum levels. Amounts for 168 flood damage re-
duction, inland waterways, and shore protection projects, as well as the 6 delayed
environmental projects and 4 environmental programs, are constrained to a level
that is, in the aggregate, about 63 percent of what is needed to maintain optimum
completion dates. The varied funding schedules for different types of projects pri-
marily reflect the sources of funds available to implement them.

PROJECT DELAYS

Question. How many projects in this budget proposal have extended completion
dates compared to the fiscal year 2000 program level? What would it take to fund
all ongoing projects at a level which would maintain completion schedules antici-
pated by the appropriation for fiscal year 2000?

Dr. Westphal. There are 57 projects in the fiscal year 2001 budget that have ex-
tended completion dates compared to the fiscal year 2000 program level. About $158
million would be required to maintain the completion schedules anticipated for
these projects by the appropriation for fiscal year 2000.

Question. Now Dr. Westphal, as I understand it you are required to enter into a
cost sharing agreement with a local sponsor before constructing a project, and that
you do this with much publicity and fanfare. Is this correct? Why then, does this
Administration not feel it is important to carry through on the commitment made
when signing the cost sharing agreement by funding many of these projects at opti-
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mum or even near optimum rates? What do you expect these communities who have
put themselves into debt to cover their share of the project costs to do? Since there
is no funding requested in your budget for fiscal year 2001, how do you expect con-
struction to continue to meet your commitment to these communities?

Dr. Westphal. You are correct, we are required to enter into project cooperation
agreements with non-Federal sponsors before initiating construction projects. How-
ever, public signing ceremonies for these agreements are held only when the spon-
sors desire such events. We do feel that it is important to carry through on the com-
mitment made when signing the project cooperation agreement. Nevertheless, budg-
et constraints do not allow us to implement all projects at optimum or near opti-
mum rates. We hope that sponsors can be patient and work with us to complete
their projects as soon as possible within the context of our budget ceilings. Some
projects for which Congress has added funds in previous years are not included in
the Corps budget. Generally, these are projects that are not economically justified
or could be accomplished by local interests, and consequently have low budget pri-
ority. Projects of this nature may continue to the extent that funds are added by
Congress.

INTEGRITY OF CORPS’ STUDY PROCESS

Question. In January and again in February, the Washington Post published arti-
cles that raised serious allegations regarding the integrity of the U.S. Army Corps
of Engineers and its process for developing recommendations related water resource
projects. If true, the validity of the investment of resources in carrying out projects
resulting from the study and planning process is brought into question.

Dr. Westphal and General Ballard, do you agree with these allegations as they
relate to the broader study and evaluation process, excluding for the moment the
Upper Mississippi River Navigation Study which was specifically mentioned?

Dr. Westphal. I have great confidence in the Corps. With regard to the allegations
in the press, I strongly believe we should withhold judgement until completion of
the review and inquiry directed by the Secretary of the Army.

General Ballard. No Sir, I continue to stand behind the integrity of the Corps and
its processes. The Corps planning process is based on the Principles and Guidelines
(P&G) that were adopted by the President on March 10, 1983. These Principles and
Guidelines are the culmination of a series of earlier efforts to develop a coherent
planning process beginning in 1958 that resulted in the publication of Senate Docu-
ment No. 97 in 1962. This document established the principles, standards, and pro-
cedures for planning water projects. This evolutionary development of the planning
process has had the support of the Congress and has stood the test of time. As re-
cently as 1999, the National Research Council of the National Academy of Sciences
produced a report entitled “New Directions in Water Resources Planning for the
U.S. Army Corps of Engineers”. Overall, the findings of that report were an endorse-
ment of the Corps planning process.

Within the framework established by the P&G, the Corps has established proce-
dures for implementing cost-effectiveness analyses for environmental restoration
projects and is continuing efforts to improve the quantification of restoration out-
puts. The Corps has also made great advances in evaluating potential flood damage
reduction projects in a risk framework beyond what is called for in the P&G.

Question. General Ballard, the Washington Post articles suggest problems with
your study process. Are you concerned about the current process, and, if so, how do
you intend to identify and correct possible deficiencies? Is the current study process
sound, recommending the best projects possible?

General Ballard. I believe that the current Corps study processes are sound and
determine the best projects possible. However, reviews of these processes are under-
way. While I firmly believe that through these investigations the Corps will be vin-
dicated of all allegations, appropriate actions will be taken if deficiencies or opportu-
nities for improvement are identified.

Question. Dr. Westphal, I understand that Secretary of the Army Caldera has ini-
tiated a review of the Army’s management of the Corps of Engineers to ensure there
is appropriate leadership and oversight. I believe it is fair to say that the appro-
priate Committees of the Congress expect to be consulted prior to the Army making
any changes, but what are the specific concerns regarding the current leadership
and oversight structure? What changes are being considered? Have any changes
been instituted or approved for implementation?

Dr. Westphal. I believe Secretary Caldera is looking for opportunities to improve
the Army Civil Works program by clarifying responsibilities, improving communica-
tions, and strengthening accountability. No changes have at this time been insti-
tuted or approved for implementation, to my knowledge.
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Question. Specifically, who is conducting this review, and what Federal agencies
or Executive Offices are involved?

Dr. Westphal. The Secretary has assigned this review to the Under Secretary of
the Army. No other Federal agencies or Executive Offices are involved.

Question. What is the schedule for completing the review?

Dr. Westphal. I am not aware of a definite schedule, although I am sure that Sec-
retary Caldera wishes to implement whatever changes he recommends in a timely
way.

Question. Why is this review being conducted by an internal Army/group instead
of an outside independent entity?

Dr. Westphal. The Secretary considers this to be an internal Army management
issue.

“GROWING “ THE CORPS CIVIL WORKS PROGRAM

Question. Another allegation put forth in the post inferred that the Corps of Engi-
neers is involved in some secret, dark of the night plan to grow the Civil Works pro-
gram from $4.0 billion annually to $6.0 billion.

Dr. Westphal, the Post article leads one to believe that the Corps of Engineers
is out of control, running around without any oversight. Do you believe this to be
the case?

Dr. Westphal. No, Sir, I do not believe that the Corps of Engineers is out of con-
trol. The Civil Works program receives oversight from my office on a regular and
continuing basis.

Question. Dr. Westphal, your response to the Post reporter on this issue was, “Oh
my God. My God. I have no idea what you’re talking about. I don’t believe this.”
Could you explain your response? How is it possible that you could not know of such
an effort if it were true?

Dr. Westphal. First, let my say that the Post reporter caught me by surprise. I
certainly knew that General Ballard and his staff had undertaken an analysis of
the Nation’s water resource needs and an evaluation of what the Corps could do to
be more responsive to the needs. I had not been briefed on the specifics of their
analysis, which I'm told was still in the formative stages at the time.

Question. General Ballard, please explain any plans you may have underway to
“grow” the Civil Works program. How would it be possible to carryout such an un-
dertaking to double the size of the Corps program without the knowledge and ap-
proval of the Army, the Administration, and the Congress?

General Ballard. First, let me state emphatically, growth in the Civil Works pro-
gram is only possible if the Congress appropriates the funds. The “growing” the pro-
gram referred to by the Washington Post was an internal presentation to me and
the members of my Board of Directors aimed at generating discussion of National
water resources needs and what the Corps could do to satisfy these needs. It is in-
cumbent upon us in the Corps, as public servants, to lay out for the Army, the Ad-
ministration and the Congress our assessment of water resources needs so that na-
tional decision makers can act in an informed manner. And, as I pointed out in my
statement, I believe there are substantial needs that today are not being met.

Question. Dr. Westphal, both you and General Ballard have spoken with me re-
garding the need to address serious and significant backlogs in the operation and
maintenance, and recreation programs. Is this part of what the Post had in mind?
What is the amount of authorized, but unfunded work the Congress has approved
for the Corps of engineers to undertake?

Dr. Westphal. I am not sure just what the Washington Post reporter had in mind,
but the national needs that General Ballard and the Corps staff have laid out in-
clude the growing maintenance backlog and the seriously degraded recreation sys-
tem. The backlog of deferred critical maintenance on projects will rise to $450 mil-
lion in fiscal year 2001. These are a very important part of the water resources
needs, along with new requirements for navigation, flood damage prevention, envi-
ronmental restoration and enhancement, and others.

The total estimated Federal cost of completing unfinished projects that Congress
has authorized for construction by the Corps of Engineers is about $37 billion. This
amount includes $23 billion for projects classified in the active category that are in-
cluded in the fiscal year 2001 budget, $7 billion for projects classified in the active
category that are not included in the fiscal year 2001 budget, and $7 billion for
projects classified in the deferred or inactive category that are also not included in
the fiscal year 2001 budget.
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UPPER MISSISSIPPI RIVER NAVIGATION STUDY

Question. Now with regard to the Upper Mississippi River Navigation Study, the
Washington Post and I believe, an employee of the Corps have implied that certain
Corps officials have inappropriately tried to influence the outcome of this study.
General Ballard, do you believe this to be the case? Please explain.

General Ballard. No, Senator, I do not. I have the utmost confidence in the profes-
sionalism and integrity of the members of the Corps of Engineers—both Civilian
and Military. I am confident that the various investigations that have been
launched to look into those allegations will show to everyone’s satisfaction that the
Corps has pursued this study properly and prudently. Having said that, I also want
to state that if the investigations should uncover any wrongdoing by anybody in the
Corps, I would not hesitate to take swift and decisive corrective action.

Question. What actions have you taken to review this matter and when can we
expect to know the outcome of your review?

General Ballard. Actually, Senator, along those lines there have been two signifi-
cant internal events. For one, the headquarters has completed its policy review of
some of the study team’s draft products. Our review found that the District con-
ducted the study in consonance with the Principles and Guidelines. Nevertheless,
additional information and explanation are required. The complete findings were
provided to the Division for further action. This, by the way, is a normal step in
our process for a study of this size and complexity.

Additionally, due to the serious nature of the allegation of wrongdoing in ref-
erence to one of our employees, I directed an internal investigation in accordance
with Army Regulation 15-6. The investigation is complete and found no misconduct.
I am willing to provide you with the results of the investigation. There are also a
number of external investigations or reviews in progress. First, the Office of Special
Counsel (OSC) has requested that the Secretary of Defense investigate the allega-
tions and report his findings back to OSC.

Second, the Surveys and Investigation Staff of the House Committee on Appro-
priations has begun its investigation. We have met with them, provided them infor-
mation and documents they requested, and remain committed to fully supporting
them as they continue their investigation.

Third, we have provided information requested by the Department of the Army
Inspector General in support of their investigation and are scheduled to meet with
them to answer any additional questions they may have.

Finally, the Secretary of the Army has directed an independent assessment of the
economics of the study.

Question. As I understand, the major allegation is that Corps officials directed
changes to an economic model, thereby creating the appearance of manipulating the
process to gain a favorable benefit-cost analysis. How do you answer this allegation?

General Ballard. The economic model that was developed for this study appears
to be a good one, and many notable economists have applauded it. On the other
hand, other economists differ with the application of the model. Models are merely
analytical tools. What is of importance is the analytical methodology employed by
a model and the accuracy of the data that is fed into it. Apparently at the heart
of the controversy is a mathematical formula which is designed to predict the likeli-
hood, based on changes in the costs of shipping, that shippers would change modes
and destinations for shipments of given commodities that could otherwise use the
waterway. Specifically, there is a term in the formula—often referred to as the “N-
value”—that reflects the elasticity of demand for river-borne commerce for a given
commodity. To estimate this variable, assumptions must be made about future de-
mand for commodities that move on the waterway as well as assumptions about al-
ternative markets these commodities could move into. While the Corps economist
who developed the model has his own ideas of what the “N-value” should be, other
economists have complained that his assessment of the “N-value” is incorrect. Var-
ious examples for this divergence of opinions exist, but it appears to me that the
“N-value” is not really a constant number, but is rather a function of many vari-
ables that are difficult to reliably predict for the 50-year economic life of the project.
I should note many of the variables that determine N-values are also used in the
commodity forecast for the study. This uncertainty in our analytical process is ex-
actly why we require sensitivity analyses in our inland navigation studies to better
understand the effect the assumptions have on the ultimate results. What has been
averred as an attempt to manipulate the model is really an attempt by the people
who ultimately will have to formulate the Corps recommendation to gain a better
understanding of its operation and how it responds to alternative assumptions.
These decision-makers must be sure that the model neither understates nor over-
states the economic effects—especially considering that these effects are monetarily
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significant and will get compounded well into the future. Before we can make any
recommendations, we need to have a firm grip on the sensitivity that the model will
show toward the various assumptions.

Question. Did anyone with the Corps of Engineers direct changes in the economic
model with the intent to inappropriately influence the economic justification of the
Upper Mississippi River Navigation Study?

General Ballard. I don’t believe so, Senator. Let me explain the reason for my con-
fidence that such is the case. First I believe in the professionalism and dedication
of the Corps team. While my trust in my own team is high, I am a realist enough
to know that individuals can and do make mistakes. My confidence is high even in
this regard, in that our process has a series of built in checks or “safety nets”. These
include independent technical reviews, a minimum of two formal public reviews,
Washington level policy review, State and Agency coordination requirements, and
a final review by the Executive Branch under Executive Order 12322. I note that,
for the on-going study in question, we are in the midst of preparing the feasibility
report, assimilating data, examining alternatives, and developing costs and benefits.
A draft feasibility report has not been completed, much less undergone all of the
aforementioned reviews. The allegations appear to be based around what the Corps
intends to recommend. The Corps’ recommendation is still almost a year away, and
there is much outside input to be gathered, analyzed and incorporated into the deci-
sion making process.

Question. General Ballard, this is an interesting charge given the fact that the
study is not complete and, I believe, you have more than a year to go before you
expect to set forth your recommendations. Let me ask this question: Has there ever
been an occasion where the Corps of Engineers has been told or ordered to change
their recommendations or outcome of a completed study with or without a Chief’s
report? Could you give us the details of those instances, including who ordered the
change and the justification for making the changes?

General Ballard. Certainly not that I am aware of.

Question. What is the current status of the Upper Mississippi Navigation Study?
Has the Study’s integrity been damaged to the point that the nearly $54 million
spent to date will have been wasted?

General Ballard. We are continuing with the study. The impacts of the investiga-
tions or reviews should not appreciably affect the schedule or usefulness of the
study. I assure you that when all the facts are in, the integrity of the Corps will
be intact, and you will know that the trust you have traditionally placed in the
Corps is well founded.

Question. What assurances can you give the Committee that the Study can be
completed in a way that results in an unbiased recommendation?

.(ljlrebneral Ballard. I assure you that it will be, and the process guarantees that it
will be.

CREDITS AND REIMBURSEMENTS

Question. For the past several years the Committee has been concerned with the
growing use of credits and reimbursements as a way to initiate and perform work
on a project. The last estimate the Committee has was that the Corps had executed
agreements totaling over $800 million and had another $500 million under negotia-
tion% General Ballard, have these estimates changed substantially over the past
year?

General Ballard. The total of both executed and proposed credit and reimburse-
ment agreements has grown only slightly to about $1.4 billion. We are closely moni-
toring the situation to identify projects that non-Federal sponsors desire to construct
in this manner.

Question. Gentlemen, do you see an increasing trend to use this approach to fund-
ing projects, and does this concern you?

Dr. Westphal. There has been an increasing trend over the past few years for non-
Federal sponsors to use credit and reimbursement agreements to undertake
projects. We are concerned about the impacts such activities may have on the Corps
of Engineers construction program.

Question. General Ballard, what impacts to the Civil Works program, and the
Corps of Engineers would result from allowing non-Federal interests to perform
work for credit or reimbursement or to advance funds for projects to a greater de-
gree?

General Ballard. If many non-Federal sponsors of large projects elected to under-
take their projects using credit or reimbursement procedures, the funding require-
ment for such cases could consume a large part of the Corps construction program.
We are concerned about the adverse impact such a scenario would have on our Dis-
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tricts. If the Corps became predominantly a grant agency, it would erode our ability
to maintain a high level of technical expertise, in both our project management and
engineering roles.

Question. Congress enacted legislation in the Energy and Water Act for fiscal year
2000 that placed limitations on the use of this type of project financing. Have there
been any problems implementing the Congressional directions? Do you see any fu-
ture issues or problems complying with these limitations?

Dr. Westphal. To date, there have been no problems implementing the Congres-
sional directions. We do not foresee any problems with the credit or reimbursement
limitations through fiscal year 2001. However, in fiscal year 2002 we estimate that
local sponsors will seek credits and reimbursements subject to section 102 of the En-
ergy and Water Development Appropriations Act that exceed the $50 million limit.
We are working with the Office of Management and Budget to prioritize proposed
work that is subject to section 102 and monitor the credit and reimbursement re-
quirements so that we manage the program to not exceed the section 102 limits on
a per project or fiscal year basis.

RECREATION MODERNIZATION PROGRAM

Question. The budget request for fiscal year 2001 includes $27 million to initiate
the Recreation Modernization Program. I believe this is a new program with the ob-
jective of upgrading old, worn out and obsolete recreation facilities managed by the
Corps of Engineers.

Can you give the Committee some idea of the deteriorated conditions at your
recreation areas, and the level of annual visitation at your facilities?

Dr. Westphal. Most of the facilities at Corps managed recreation areas were con-
structed in the 1960s and 1970s. The combination of heavy use, lack of routine
maintenance, and changes in visitor needs has caused significant deterioration of
recreation facilities and the natural resource base at many of our lakes. Deterio-
rated conditions include antiquated facilities such as shower buildings, campsites,
day use areas, shelters and playgrounds that were built 30 years ago and have been
maintained with a “Band-Aid” maintenance program. These facilities have barely
been kept functional, with no funds available to improve or replace as visitation has
tripled and types of users have evolved. Restrooms are not large enough to accom-
modate the numbers of campers, and they have little or no ventilation, heat, or hot
water. Many campsites have been lost to erosion and compaction from over-use.
Electric service at Corps sites remains at 20 and 30 amps while the industry stand-
ard is now 50 to 100 amps. Most of the Corps sites were designed to accommodate
tents and pop-ups trailers while most campers today are using 30 to 45-foot units
that can’t drive through the campgrounds, let alone fit on a campsite. Users today
are asking for full hook-ups to include water, electricity, sewer, cable, and even
Internet access, which the Corps 1960’s vintage units are unable to provide.

Question. How does visitation at Corps Facilities compare with other Federal
agencies?

Dr. Westphal. The Corps of Engineers is responsible for 4,340 recreation areas at
456 lakes in 42 states. These recreation areas host 380 million visitors annually.
In terms of water-based recreation, the Corps is the Nation’s number one provider.
The Corps is second in overall visitation at 21 percent of the national total, with
the Forest Service being first at 48 percent. But, an important part of this number
is that the Corps manages only 2 percent of total Federal acres, yet its visitation
is greater than the National Park Service, Bureau of Land Management, Fish and
Wildlife Service, and the Bureau of Reclamation. One in ten Americans visits a
Corps lake each year.

EXAMPLES OF PROPOSED WORK

Question. What types of problems will be addressed with this funding?

Dr. Westphal. Generally, all of the inadequacies just mentioned will be addressed.
We will not only repair the broken and worn out facilities, but will also modernize
the facilities to meet the “new customers” of this era.

More specifically, a good example would be recommended work at Pool Knobs
Recreation Area within the J. Percy Priest Lake project in Tennessee. Reflecting the
nature of current unacceptable conditions, corrective measures at Pool Knobs Recre-
ation Area will include: (a) replacement of asbestos roof tiles with a new roof, (b)
reworking 45 campsites to allow greater spur length and provide modern hookup
zones with less erosion, (c¢) providing some sites free of barriers to the handicapped,
(d) stabilizing the shoreline, (e) reworking entrance registration and security meas-
ures and (f) renovating playground and beach areas. The total estimated cost of the
rehabilitation and modernization is estimated at $660,000.
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Other repairs and modernization recommendations common to many other sites
include: (a) replacement or updating of toilet/shower buildings, (b) replacing deterio-
rating walks, steps and access ways, (c) providing safe access walkways to rest-
rooms, (d) updating water, sewer, electric and phone utilities, (e) renovating the san-
itary dump stations, (f) replacing sand filters at water treatment plants, (g) install-
ing trash collection stations, sodding and seeding to stabilize eroded and impacted
zones, (h) improving access road systems and parking areas to alleviate unsafe driv-
ing conditions and constant congestion, (i) renovating severely deteriorated interior
drainage, (j) renovating boat launching areas, (k) enlarging picnic shelters and (1)
providing amphitheater, walking trail, fishing piers, fish cleaning stations, bulletin
boards and road signs.

FUNDING PRIORITIES AND SCHEDULE

Question. What is the level of the backlog of improvements needed?

Dr. Westphal. Of the 4,340 recreation areas at Corps projects nationwide, the
Corps manages 2,389 of them. Currently, 1,000 areas are in need of modernization.
The proposed five-year program will provide for completion of 225 of those areas
most in need of modernization at a total estimated cost of $330 million.

Question. Does the Corps have a plan in place which identifies the most critical
work to be undertaken first?

Dr. Westphal. Each division, district, and field project stands ready with
prioritized lists of work needing to be done. Obviously, their attention is drawn to
those situations where public safety, sanitation, overcrowding and environmental
impacts are major factors. Currently the Corps is are developing standards for facili-
ties and levels of service which will be used in a formal evaluation and selection
process to ensure the most efficient and effective use of these funds. Of the rec-
ommendations submitted to the Corps Headquarters, selection criteria for sites to
be included in the first year of implementation are as follows: (a) Addresses cus-
tomer feedback/needs. (b) Projects positive impact on fee collections. (¢) Projects
positive impact on long term operation and maintenance. (d) Corrects environmental
shortfalls. (e) Takes advantage of consolidation opportunities. (f) Provides accessi-
bility for persons with disabilities. (g) Executes plan, and potential/contractual tools
exist or can be developed to execute modernization activities quickly.

Question. Have you developed an annual funding profile through completion? If
so, please provide it for the record.

Dr. Westphal. Mr. Chairman, I will provide that information for the record.

[The information follows:]

RECREATION MODERNIZATION FUNDING PROFILE

The proposed five-year program will provide for completion of 225 areas most in
need of modernization, at a total estimated cost of $330 million. The proposed fund-
ing profile to complete the modernization program, subject to change due to future
budgetary decisions, is as follows:

[In millions of dollars]

Fiscal year Estimate

ECOSYSTEM RESTORATION AND FLOOD HAZARD MITIGATION PROGRAM

Question. The budget request also proposed initial funding of $20 million for the
Riverine Ecosystem Restoration and Flood Hazard Mitigation program. The Admin-
istration has been trying to get the program funded over the past several years, but
Congress provided program authorization only last year. Can you describe the need
for this program?

Dr. Westphal. Despite all of our efforts to reduce flood damages, there are still
many communities susceptible to flood damage. Recognizing the significant role of
natural floodplains in ameliorating flood peaks and thus damages, this program pro-
vides the opportunity to take a more holistic approach to the problem. In particular,
it is hoped that in areas where relocation was not economically justified on its own
that in combination with ecosystem restoration, projects may be implemented. It
also provides a mechanism through which we hope to achieve results in a somewhat
shorter time frame than through the traditional study and project authorization
process.
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Question. How will the funding requested for fiscal year 2001 be utilized.

Dr. Westphal. The funding requested for fiscal year 2001 will primarily be utilized
for studies, however it is possible that some projects may reach the design or even
the construction phase during the year.

Question. Are there specific projects to which the funding will be allocated, if so,
can you provide a list for the record which shows how the proposed Finding will
be allocated?

Dr. Westphal. Specific studies and projects to be funded have not yet been identi-
fied. We are still working on the eligibility and ranking criteria that will be used
to select studies and projects for participation in the program.

Question. The justification supporting the funding request for fiscal year 2001
seems to limit consideration of these funds to non-structural projects. Is this true,
and, if so, why? Doesn’t the program authorization provide authorization of struc-
tural projects as well?

Dr. Westphal. While the justification supporting the funding request failed to
mention structural flood control, this was not meant to imply that structural flood
control features would be excluded from consideration since as noted, the authoriza-
tion does allow structural projects. However, in accordance with the language of Sec-
tion 212(b)(3) we would expect the studies and projects to emphasize, to the max-
imum extent practicable and appropriate, nonstructural approaches to preventing or
reducing flood damages.

Question. Will the program be managed similar to other Continuing Authority
Programs?

Dr. Westphal. With the full funding limit and requirement to notify the commit-
tees and in some cases obtain a resolution prior to implementation of these projects,
the program management will likely be something of a hybrid between the processes
used for specifically authorized projects and other Continuing Authority Programs.

Question. What are the Corps’ plans to develop criteria and procedures under
which proposals will be selected?

Dr. Westphal. Corps staff is working with my staff to develop a draft list of rating
criteria that will be coordinated with state and local agencies and tribes prior to
submission to the committees. Additionally the process of drafting policies and pro-
cedures for implementing this program has been initiated and the Corps plans to
have them in place prior to receipt of program funding.

FORMERLY UTILIZED SITES REMEDIAL ACTION PROGRAM (FUSRAP)

Question. Bring the Committee up to date on the Corps progress in cleaning up
former sites under the FUSRAP program. How did your performance compare to the
work schedules planned for fiscal year 1999 and how are you progressing with work
planned for fiscal year 20007

General Ballard. Our overall execution of FUSRAP since October 1997 has been
excellent. All of the $140 million appropriated, both in fiscal year 1998 and in fiscal
year 1999, was expended and over 80 percent of our expenditures in fiscal year 1999
were used for actual remedial activities, including the removal, shipment and dis-
posal off-site of FUSRAP materials. In addition, the Corps completed remediation
at two sites during fiscal year 1999, the Ashland 2, Tonawanda, New York site and
the Bliss and Laughlin, Buffalo, New York site. At all except two sites, scheduled
work was completed with only minor schedule adjustments. The two exceptions
were the Painesville, Ohio and the Ashland 2 sites. Remediation at the Painesville
site was not completed as scheduled due to increased quantities of material to be
remediated. We are now doing additional site characterization at Painesville and
preparing a revised cleanup plan. At Ashland 2, a substantial increase in quantities
of soil requiring remediation caused a delay in completing remediation and in initi-
ating remediation at the Ashland 1 site. This delay will not have a significant im-
pact on the completion schedule at Ashland 1.

Total program execution to date in fiscal year 2000 is well ahead of work sched-
uled. Initiation of soils remediation at the Linde, Tonawanda, New York site, under
a Record of Decision (ROD) has been delayed to permit the Corps to address con-
cerns regarding the level of cleanup that were raised by the state. The Linde ROD
was signed in March 2000. As a result of this delay in finalizing the ROD, we antici-
pate there may be some minor delays in the remediation schedule at Linde during
fiscal year 2000. In addition, remediation of the commercial/industrial properties at
the Maywood, New Jersey site, which was scheduled to be initiated in fiscal year
2000, has been delayed while the Corps resolves issues pertaining to Nuclear Regu-
latory Commission licensed storage pits at Maywood. Remediation of the commer-
cial/industrial properties is now scheduled for initiation in fiscal year 2001. With
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funds available from the slippage at the Maywood site, we will accelerate cleanup
at other sites.

Question. How many sites are in the program? I believe you have indicated that
you could complete 16 sites by 2002, is that correct? Does the budget request of $140
million support this schedule? If not, please explain.

General Ballard. The Department of Energy (DOE) designated 46 FUSRAP sites.
The DOE had completed remedial activities at 25 of these sites at the time responsi-
bility for executing FUSRAP was transferred to the Corps in October 1997. Our tes-
timony that the Corps could complete 16 sites of the remaining 21 sites by 2002
was predicated on receipt of an annual appropriation necessary for program execu-
tion at an optimum level of effort. However, the funding actually provided in the
fiscal year 2000 Energy and Water Development Appropriations Act, as well as the
amount budgeted for fiscal year 2001 fall short of that required to support an opti-
mum schedule. As a result it is no longer feasible to complete 16 sites by fiscal year
2002.

Question. What will it take to complete the remaining sites after 2002 and over
what period of time? What is OMB’s 5-year funding projection for the FUSRAP pro-
gram?

General Ballard. At current funding levels, with the remaining requirement ad-
justed for anticipated cost growth but not adjusted for items not previously included
in the Corps cost estimates, such as potential new sites referred to the Corps by
the Department of Energy (DOE), it is estimated it will take until 2010 to complete
remedial activities and require $1.2 billion. At current funding levels, without fac-
toring in the possible impact of potential new sites referred by DOE, the Corps will
complete 12 sites by 2002, and 4 additional sites by 2007.

OMB’s 5-year funding projection for FUSRAP provides $140 million annually in
new budget authority, adjusted for inflation starting with fiscal year 2003. It also
reflects estimated offsetting collections of $10 million annually, adjusted for infla-
tion starting in fiscal year 2003. The Corps has received and anticipates receiving
$10 million annually, fiscal year 1999-fiscal year 2001, offsetting collections from
the potentially responsible party (PRP) settlement negotiated with the W.R. Grace
Corporation for use at the Wayne, New Jersey site. While the Corps continues with
PRP activities at several FUSRAP sites, we have no expectation that additional PRP
funds will be available in fiscal year 2002 or thereafter to supplement new budget
authority. The PRP process can be protracted, and its outcome uncertain.

Question. Why does the justification material continue to indicate that schedules
to complete site remediation are still being determined?

General Ballard. Out-year program ceilings had not been established at the time
the justification material was being prepared; consequently, completion dates could
not be determined.

Question. Do you expect any problems in turning the Ashland #2 site to DOE for
long term maintenance? Are there any issues in this regard that the Committee
should be aware of?

General Ballard. The Corps does not anticipate any problems in turning the Ash-
land #2 site over to the Department of Energy for long term maintenance. The
Record of Decision (ROD) for Ashland 2 also includes the Ashland 1 site and a small
area within the boundaries of the Seaway Landfill, Area D. The Corps will wait
until the remediation of Ashland 1 and Seaway D are completed before starting the
2-year short term surveillance and maintenance clock at the Ashland 2 site.

ADMINISTRATIVE APPEALS PROCESS

Question. Public Law 106-60, the Energy and Water Development Act for fiscal
year 2000 directs that $5 million be used to fully implement an administrative ap-
peals process including a single level appeal of jurisdictional determinations. Has
this process been implemented as directed? If not, why?

General Van Winkle. We expect to publish the final regulation by the end of
March. It will implement the full appeals process, including appeal of jurisdictional
determinations. We implemented the appeal of permit denials in fiscal year 1999.

REGULATORY PROGRAM STUDIES

Question. The budget request for fiscal year 2001 includes an increase of $3 mil-
lion over fiscal year 2000 for further development of specialized tools and studies
to manage the aquatic environment in sensitive areas. Can you be more specific in
describing what these tools and studies consist of and why they are needed? Also,
how much has been spent over the last several years in this area, and specifically
how the $3 million requested for fiscal year 2001 will be allocated?
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General Van Winkle. The Corps of Engineers has, for many years, conducted stud-
ies of watersheds where they involved high-value aquatic ecosystems and substan-
tial pressure for development. These studies include watershed studies, Special Area
Management Plans, or SAMPs, and similar efforts. Examples of substantial efforts
include the SAMP for the City of Anchorage, Alaska, conducted in the late 1980s;
a SAMP for wetlands west of Miami, called the Bird Drive Basin, completed in the
mid 1990s; and studies of the vernal pools in central California’s Santa Rosa Plain,
conducted in the late 1990s. In each of these cases, the Corps, in cooperation with
State, local and Federal agencies, studied the functions and values of aquatic eco-
systems in the geographic areas, then worked toward issuing regional general per-
mits for development in some of the moderate to lower value aquatic areas. The
higher value aquatic ecosystems can be identified, mapped, and generally avoided
or subjected to critical and comprehensive evaluation by the Corps if development
is proposed. The advantage of this approach is that moderate to lower value aquatic
ecosystems can be subjected to streamlined authorization by regional general per-
mits and mitigation to improve degraded or lost portions of the aquatic ecosystems
in watershed areas.

The results of watershed studies allow more predictability for the regulated public
and better, more focused protection of the aquatic environment. A substantial study
will cost up to $1 million over several years. A more modest effort may cost $20,000
to $100,000. Over the last three years, we estimate that the total amount spent on
these kinds of studies averaged less than $1 million per year, primarily due to fund-
ing limitations. A number of our districts have a need for these kind of studies in
fiscal year 2001. However, due to the projected workload impacts of the replacement
nationwide permits, we will have to do some careful prioritizing of program require-
ments. We may have to reprogram funds from these studies, as well as from other
areas of the program, to handle the increase in individual permit applications.

Question. The budget justification implies that these studies help reduce the
workload for the Corps and reduce duplication for the regulated public. Specifically,
how do these studies accomplish this outcome?

General Van Winkle. Watershed-type studies provide more predictability for the
regulated public by identifying the portions of the aquatic environment that have
higher aquatic functions and values, as well as those with lower aquatic functions
and values. Someone in the regulated community can make more informed decisions
about future development by knowing the geographic areas in which the Corps will
have greater concerns for impacts to the aquatic environment. The studies ulti-
mately reduce Corps workload in the Regulatory Program by streamlining regula-
tion in the area studied. Specifically, the Corps issues regional general permits for
development in lower-value aquatic environment. These regional general permits
typically specify mitigation measures that will help improve the watershed over
time. Therefore, the process is expedited because general permits require less eval-
uation to authorize activities and mitigation measures are already identified.

COMPREHENSIVE RIVER BASIN STUDIES

Question. The budget request for fiscal year 2001 includes funding to initiate four
new comprehensive river basin studies. It is estimated that the studies will take 4
years and $2 million to complete. These studies, as I understand, are interagency
gfforts to address a host of water resource needs and issues in a particular river

asin.

Why are you requesting funding for comprehensive basins studies? Given the
large and diverse interests in some of these river basins, how will you control the
process so that one or a small group of interests don’t inappropriately impact the
outcome and pace of the study effort?

Dr. Westphal. In an effort to be responsive to the national needs, the Corps is
broadening the scope of Civil Works planning to address watershed issues and com-
prehensive impacts of multiple development decisions. These studies will address
not only impacts of particular infrastructure projects, but also the impacts of permit
decisions and non-Federal development plans. The other Federal agencies and state
and local agencies involved would provide in-kind services to finance their own par-
ticipation in the study. By calling on the expertise of interested Federal, state and
local agencies to participate in these river basin studies, we will create a synergistic
process through which the Army Civil Works program can make a major contribu-
tion. Study costs and schedules will be controlled using the recently developed Corps
of Engineers automation and management procedures. We will leverage the respon-
sibilities of the respective participants for the future benefit of the region and the
wise use, development, preservation and conservation of the water and related land
resources.
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Question. In your view, what are the benefits to undertaking a comprehensive
basin study? What criteria were used in selection the four basin studies included
in the fiscal year 2001 budget request?

Dr. Westphal. We are now enjoying the economic benefits reaped from the wisdom
and foresight of our predecessors who provided a strong federal role in national
water resources development and management. Future generations will rely on our
vision to maintain and improve the quality of life for them. Initiating studies of
water resources needs for river basins or regions of the United States signals a re-
turn to proactive participation to address the future needs of the Nation. The dif-
ficult selection of these studies was based upon the existence of authorizations, the
complexity of the watershed challenges, and the overall strength of the case pre-
sented in the new start justification sheets.

Question. Now, your budget indicates that these studies are expected to cost $2
million. My experience is that these types of studies take a long time and cost much
more than the $2 million dollar Federal cost put forth in your budget justification.
How confident are you that these studies can be completed for $2 million?

Dr. Westphal. Mr. Chairman, we do not intend these to be replicas of the long,
drawn-out watershed studies of the past. Our proposal is to engage with States,
local entities and other Federal agencies to take a watershed-based look at the com-
plex interrelationship of the problems and opportunities for resource development
and restorations. These studies are not intended to be decision documents in them-
selves. However, we fully expect comprehensive basin studies to identify numerous
water resource problems and opportunities. If these turn out to be appropriate
projects for the Civil Works program, the Corps would propose in-depth studies
through our normal cost-shared feasibility process.

RIO GRANDE RIVER BASIN COMPREHENSIVE STUDY

Question. Specifically, as it relates to the Rio Grande River Basin Comprehensive
Study, how will the Corps of Engineers be able to manage the study schedule given
the diverse interests in the basin which runs from Colorado into Mexico?

Dr. Westphal. In cooperation with our local sponsors, the Corps will integrate the
concerns of the various basin interests in a comprehensive study scope and apply
Corps project management procedures to the ultimate benefit of all stakeholders.
Communication and coordination will be key. In addition to an intensive public out-
reach program, the Corps will conduct periodic focus group sessions with local agen-
cies, non-governmental interests and the general public including our local sponsor
and other interests on the multidisciplined study team.

Question. What is the objective of the Rio Grande River Basin Comprehensive
study?

Dr. Westphal. The objective of the Rio Grande Comprehensive Study, in coopera-
tion with others, is to evaluate current conditions and make recommendations for
improving water management on the Rio Grande in order to improve environmental
quality, prevent flooding, and protect the water deliveries required by the Rio
Grande Compact and international treaty obligations.

Question. Does the State of New Mexico support this effort?

Dr. Westphal. Yes, the Corps is currently engaged in dialogue with the New Mex-
ico Interstate Stream Commission concerning their involvement in this study as the
local cost sharing sponsor.

Question. Your budget justification indicates that the Study will be closely coordi-
nated by the Consortium of the Rio Grande in accordance with the Memorandum
of Agreement signed with federal agencies and the CoRio as part of the American
Heritage Rivers Initiative. Who makes up the Consortium of the Rio Grande?

Dr. Westphal. Members include Federal and local interests who have chosen to
work cooperatively based upon the designation of the Rio Grande as an American
Heritage River.

Question. Who are the signatories of the Memorandum of Agreement?

Dr. Westphal. The following are signatories of the Memorandum of Agreement: Ty
Fain, General Secretary of the Consortium of the Rio Grande, Inc.; Representative
Silvestre Reyes; Representative Ciro Rodriguez; U.S. Army Corps of Engineers; U.S.
Department of Agriculture; U.S. Department of Commerce; Environmental Protec-
tion Agency; Housing and Urban Development; U.S. Department of Interior; NASA;
Department of Health and Human Services; Department of Energy; U.S. Depart-
ment of Education; International Boundary and Water Commission; Mayor of El
Paso; and Mayor of Laredo; Mayor of Brownsville.

Question. Was this Agreement coordinated with the State of New Mexico?

Dr. Westphal. I have been informed the Agreement was not coordinated with the
State of New Mexico.
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Question. I understand that the Study is to be cost shared on a 75 percent Fed-
eral-25 non-Federal basis. Have any of the state of Colorado, Texas or New Mexico
agreed to share the Study cost?

Dr. Westphal. To date, the Corps has not received a commitment from any of the
states to cost share this study. However, the Corps has been working with the State
of New Mexico to establish its support.

Question. Given the fact that a non-Federal cost share will be required, how does
the Corps of Engineers plan to control and limit the costs of this effort?

Dr. Westphal. The Corps is currently working with the State of New Mexico to
develop a scope of activities and a funding schedule which will more clearly define
the criteria on which decisions are made within existing agreements such as Rio
Grande Compact and international treaty requirements.

Question. Is it the Corps of Engineers’ position that no additional work should be
undertaken in the basin until this comprehensive study is completed?

Dr. Westphal. No, Sir. Though we see the need for a comprehensive approach to
Rio Grande watershed management, there are critical ongoing studies and projects
which should proceed.

Question. What assurances can you give that this study will not adversely impact
New 1;/Iexico water law, and the State’s entitlement and use of Rio Grande River
water?

Dr. Westphal. Mr. Chairman, we are extremely sensitive to the issue of state
water law. I understand the Interstate Stream Commission, as the most probable
local sponsor of studies under this authority within the State of New Mexico, would
be interested in using this study to develop data and analyses which would assure
adherence with New Mexico water law. Furthermore, the Army remains, as always,
committed to supporting and preserving all provisions of the Rio Grande Compact.

Question. Why shouldn’t New Mexico evaluate the competing needs for water
within New Mexico instead of submitting to this international, multi-national effort?

Dr. Westphal. There are some very complex issues in this area. Diverse intrastate
interests will influence the study direction significantly. However, those interests si-
multaneously recognize the need to mesh local concerns with interstate and inter-
national agreements. Addressing local needs in the larger forum will provide New
Mexico additional opportunities to articulate the state’s water requirements.

ESPANOLA VALLEY, RIO GRANDE AND TRIBUTARIES STUDY

Question. Funding was added to the fiscal year 2000 budget based on the City of
Espanola expressing support for resumption of the Study and its willingness to cost
share the feasibility phase studies on a 50-50 basis. Do you expect any problems
with the City providing its cost share as was the case in past years?

General Ballard. The problem in past years was not funding but the inability of
the City and Santa Clara Pueblo agreeing on the use of the necessary right-of-way
for the project. However, now there is a concern that the City will be unable to pro-
vide funding to cost share the study. Previous assistance from the State may no
longer be available.

Question. 1 note that the budget justification shows only $24,000 remaining after
fiscal year 2001 to complete the feasibility stage of the study. Does the Corps have
the capability to complete this work in fiscal year 20017

General Ballard. The budget request of $50,000 in fiscal year 2001 and a follow-
on funding of $24,000 in fiscal year 2002 reflects a basic level of effort due to the
uncertainty of not executing the Feasibility Cost Sharing Agreement as scheduled.
The Corps does not have the capability to complete this study in fiscal year 2001.
The study will be a multi-year effort based on sponsor requested changes since the
completion of the 1995 draft feasibility report.

Question. If so how much would be needed?

General Ballard. If the Feasibility Cost Sharing Agreement is executed as sched-
uled in fiscal year 2000, it is estimated that funds of $200,000 could be used to con-
tinue the feasibility study in fiscal year 2001.

ACEQUIAS IRRIGATION SYSTEM

Question. As you are aware, there have been problems in the past in developing
and finalizing cost sharing agreements of the Acequias Irrigation System project.
Have the cost sharing agreement problems been resolved?

General Ballard. Yes, Sir. The State of New Mexico has established a new proce-
dure to resolve these problems by prioritizing projects for rehabilitation. This en-
ables the State to select and prioritize qualified participants early in the process
and avoid delay during project implementation.
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Question. Are there any issues and problems with the State or other non-Federal
entity providing their portion of the non-Federal cost?

General Ballard. State legislation was proposed in fiscal year 2001 limiting an-
nual state expenditures per project to $250,000. This would jeopardize local funding
for larger projects and lengthen construction duration. Although the bill was not en-
acted, further discussion is expected in the upcoming special session of the State
legislature.

Question. What is the Corps capability on the project in fiscal year 2001?

General Ballard. The Corps capability of $900,000 is the same as our budget re-
quest.

ALAMOGORDO FLOOD CONTROL SYSTEM

Question. The budget request includes $3 million to continue work on the
Alamogordo flood control project in New Mexico. Why doesn’t the budget justifica-
tion show an estimated completion date to the project?

General Ballard. Completion dates were listed as “being determined” because pro-
gram ceilings beyond fiscal year 2001 were not available when justification mate-
rials were finalized. Because of this, outyear schedules could not be established in
time to be reflected in the budget justifications, although the schedules are now
available.

Question. Has the completion schedule changed from the date anticipated by the
appropriation for fiscal year 2000 and, if so, why?

General Ballard. The completion schedule of September 2009 is the same as pre-
sented to Congress last year.

Question. What is the Corps capability to continue construction in fiscal year
2001?

General Ballard. The Corps capability for fiscal year 2001 is $3 million, the same
as the budget request.

LAS CRUCES

Question. The budget request for fiscal year 2000 included $2.4 million to com-
plete the Las Cruces, New Mexico flood control project. Yet I note that the budget
request for fiscal year 2001 includes an additional $2.841 million to again complete
the project. Why won’t the project be completed as scheduled?

General Ballard. Additional time was required for acquisition of real estate and
to incorporate design changes requested by the City of Las Cruces. Construction is
now underway, but due to the delay, surplus funds were reprogrammed from the
project.

Question. Do you expect any cost increases or other problems that would prevent
you from completing the project in fiscal year 20017

General Ballard. No, Sir.

RIO GRANDE FLOODWAY, SAN ACACIA TO BOSQUE DEL APACHE UNIT

Question. Can you explain why the effort on the Rio Grande Floodway, San Acacia
to Bosque del Apache project continues at such a low level, particularly when con-
struction was initiated in fiscal year 19927

General Ballard. There are many diverse and competing interests for water in
this area. Meeting our local sponsor’s requirements while addressing various con-
cerns from other interests has impacted design of the recommended plan. The list-
ing of two new endangered species has also given rise to environmental issues not
considered during project formulation.

Question. What is the 5-year budget profile for this project?

General Ballard. The 5-year program, subject to change as a result of future budg-
et decisions, is listed below:

Fiscal year

D00 ereveeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeseeseeeeeseseeesesee e ssesee s eessesee s eeeresee s eeeeeseeneeeees $600,000
2002 . .. 4,500,000
2003 . 8,300,000
2004 . .. 7,000,000
D005 womreoeeeoeeeeeeeeeee e eeese oot e e eee e se e ee e eee e ee e eee e s eee e eeeeeeens 5,600,000

Question. What is the Corps fiscal year 2001 construction capability?

General Ballard. Although our fiscal year 2001 capability is $600,000, the same
as the budget request, physical construction would not be initiated until project
issues have been resolved.
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QUESTIONS SUBMITTED BY SENATOR THAD COCHRAN
CORPS OF ENGINEERS FINANCE CENTER

Question. Mr. Secretary, would you please explain the proposed capitalization of
the Corps of Engineers Finance Center by the Defense Finance and Accounting
Service and the impact that it would have on the Corps and it contractors?

Answer. DFAS has proposed to capitalize the operating finance & accounting
functions performed by the Corps of Engineers Finance Center (UFC) in Millington,
Tennessee, on June 30, 2000, as one of the final actions under Defense Management
Review Directive 910. With the capitalization, DFAS would assume all finance and
accounting operation functions including disbursements performed by the UFC.
Under this scenario, the UFC would become a DFAS operating location (OPLOC)
reporting to DFAS, Indianapolis.

The Army has worked closely with DFAS to review the savings already achieved
by the Corps in its consolidation of its nationwide financial actions into the UFC
and to identify any additional savings that might be realized by capitalizing the
UFC into DFAS. The Army has noted to DFAS the unique nature of the Corps Civil
Works and Support for Others financial actions and has expressed concerns about
potential impacts on accuracy, timeliness and integrity of the financial data and
timeliness of payments to contractors.

Question. Would it have any impact on the Corps’ ability to respond to emer-
gencies?

Answer. The Army and DFAS would make certain before any such capitalization
occurs that the Corps emergency response capability, specifically the ability to pro-
cure/contract for goods and services very rapidly and to pay for those goods and
services upon receipt, would not be compromised.

Question. What impact could it have on the current workforce and service?

Answer. There are about 300 hundred Corps of Engineers employees currently
performing the functions which would be capitalized. These positions would become
part of DFAS. Any future actions affecting these positions would be within the pur-
view of DFAS, rather than the Corps.

Question. How would the proposal impact local sponsors, which cost share most
Corps projects?

Answer. The Army has expressed to DFAS concerns that such a capitalization has
the potential to increase costs, which would affect non-Federal sponsors as well as
the Federal Government.

QUESTIONS SUBMITTED BY SENATOR SLADE GORTON
TIMEFRAME FOR PREFERRED ALTERNATIVE

Question. Two weeks ago I met with General Carl Strock in my office regarding
the status of the Corps’ EIS. He advised at that time that the Corps may be issuing
a (preferred alternative( on whether to breach the Snake River dams this fall. Can
you specify a more precise timeframe as to when the Corps intends to release this
information, and whether the public will have an opportunity to comment on it be-
fore it becomes final? What additional information, if any, will the Corps incorporate
into its final decision?

Dr. Westphal. There are a number of factors that make it difficult to precisely de-
termine when the Corps will identify a Preferred Alternative. For example, the
Corps must analyze all the comments received during the public review period.
Therefore, the schedule is a function of the number and the complexity of the com-
ments. To date we have received over 40,000 comments and we fully expect that
the final number will be in the range of 100,000. We have granted the requested
30 day extension of the public comment period until April 30. This will delay com-
pletion of the Final EIS. Additionally, the National Marine Fisheries Service
(NMFS) is expected to release a Biological Opinion for the operation of the Federal
Columbia River Power System this summer, which could significantly effect future
actions for the lower Snake River dams. Although we considered preparing a Re-
vised Draft Environmental Impact Statement with a preferred alternative, the cur-
rent plan is to proceed directly to a Final EIS unless new information is received
that would dictate otherwise. In either event, the public will have an opportunity
to review the proposed federal action before a Record of Decision is prepared. It is
anticipated that the document will be available for public review late this fall.

It is our intent to use the best available information. New information arising
from public and agency comments will be used in our decision process.
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SNAKE RIVER PREDICTED CHINOOK RUNS VS. COLUMBIA RIVER

Question. Can you provide an estimate as to whether the natural runs for spring
and summer chinook salmon in the Snake River will increase or decrease this year?
How will the Snake River salmon runs compare this year to the runs on the Colum-
bia? If the runs on the Snake River are improved from last year, will this new infor-
mation be factored in on any additional feasibility studies?

Dr. Westphal. The spring and summer chinook salmon adult returns to both the
Snake and Columbia rivers are expected to be higher this year than in 1999. That
includes both the hatchery and naturally-produced fish. All available scientific infor-
mation will be factored into the feasibility studies; however, I must caution that the
Summer of 2000 adult returns are only estimates at this time, based on the jack
returns in 1999, and subject to revision as the runs progress. Jacks are juvenile
salmon that return a year early and serve as a predictor of the returns for the fol-
lowing year. There are natural fluctuations in salmon returns from year to year. De-
spite the encouraging returns for 2000, the National Marine Fisheries Service’s
modeling analyses (CRI) show that long term population trends indicate a decline
for these salmon stocks.

COMPARISON TO UPPER SNAKE RIVER DAMS

Question. Your draft EIS states that you have a very high rate of survival for ju-
venile and adult salmon through all four of the Snake River projects. I am assuming
that some of this success may be attributed to the fish passage improvements at
Ice Harbor, Lower Monumental, Little Goose, and Lower Granite Dams over the
past few years. Isn’t it true that no fall chinook may pass through on any of the
dams further upstream on the Snake River because they have no such improve-
ments?

Dr. Westphal. That is correct. The Hells Canyon Project, which is the next com-
plex of dams on the Snake River above Lower Granite Project, is made up of three
dams: Hells Canyon, Oxbow and Brownlee. These projects, owned by Idaho Power
Company, do not include passage facilities for either adult or juvenile salmon. All
s?lmon agd steelhead runs into Idaho above the Hells Canyon complex have been
eliminated.

DELAYED MORTALITY OF SALMON THROUGH DAMS

Question. Will any additional scientific data be used in a final Corps EIS to ex-
plain the delayed mortality of salmon, which the Corps acknowledges in its draft
EIS? Which agencies will the Corps be coordinating with to get this information?

Dr. Westphal. The Corps has relied, and will continue to rely, on the National Ma-
rine Fisheries Service (NMFS) as the Federal biologist on anadromous fish issues.
The short answer to your question is no. We do not anticipate that there will be
additional scientific data available for the Final EIS on delayed mortality. NMFS
has indicated that “. . . the extent to which transported fish suffer differential de-
layed mortality is a crucial question because the answer strongly influences the pos-
sible advantage to be accrued by dam drawdown [breaching]. Ongoing direct experi-
ments that contrast the return rates of tagged fish that pass through the
hydrosystem versus the return rates of transported fish can resolve this question
in a clear and unambiguous manner. It will, however, require several years to ob-
tain sufficient data because sample sizes of recaptured returning fish are typically
low, the magnitude of differential delayed transportation mortality may vary with
climate, and measurements from only a few years may fail to capture extreme val-
ues that could have important ecological effects.”

CASPIAN TERNS

Question. The Corps issued an Environmental Assessment in January, which re-
veals that some 1,200 terns were moved from Rice Island, and about 77 percent of
the salmon population in that area was recovered. We understand that the Corps
has an even more aggressive plan to remove terns this year. Will this information
be incorporated into the Corps’ final EIS?

Dr. Westphal. The Portland District is proceeding with the Caspian Tern fiscal
year 2000 Management Plan, which includes preventing Caspian Terns from nest-
ing on Rice Island, Miller Sands Spit and Pillar Rock for the 2000 nesting season.
Last year, 8,100 pairs nested on Rice Island while 1,400 pairs nested on prepared
habitat on East Sand Island. Research indicated that in 1998 the Caspian Tern col-
ony on Rice Island consumed between 7.7 percent (7.4 million) to 15.8 percent (10.8
million) of the estimated 96.6 million salmonid smolts that reached the Columbia
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River estuary. The best estimate of smolts consumed by the terns is 11.2 percent
(10.8 million).

Analysis of Caspian Tern diets from the 1999 pilot project indicates that the con-
sumption of salmonids by terns nesting at East Sand Island was 44 percent of their
diet versus 75 percent of that of terns continuing to nest at Rice Island. Con-
sequently, we expect that the avian management actions to be implemented this
year will result in a significant reduction in juvenile salmonid loss due to bird pre-
dation. We are looking to the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service to describe a long-term
management plan for the terns with the hope that areas outside the Columbia River
estuary can be found for the bird colony.

We will continue to look at and include any new scientific information on bird pre-
dation that could affect study results in the final EIS. That includes the effect of
predation on the juvenile fish and actions that could reduce predation.

OCEAN CLIMATE CHANGES & EIS

Question. Why hasn’t the Corps incorporated information regarding the impact of
ocean climate changes on the decline of salmon runs in its EIS? Are there any plans
to use research in a final EIS?

Dr. Westphal. The Draft EIS does contain information on the ocean and climatic
effects on salmon and steelhead. This information is referred to in a number of loca-
tions throughout the report, with the lengthiest discussion starting on page 5.4-62
and in Appendix A. As the primary study objective is to improve migration condi-
tions through the lower Snake River, the study does not seek to develop a life-cycle
recovery plan.

If more detailed information becomes available on ocean conditions and how it ef-
fects salmon populations, we will incorporate it into our Final EIS. The CRI analysis
suggests “. . . survival of adults in the ocean is a key life history stage. Unfortu-
nately, ocean conditions are little more than a black box for all salmonids, and there
is a need for long-term research focused on the relationship between ocean condi-
tions and salmonid population dynamics. This research will not help inform deci-
sions over the next few years, but could help place population fluctuations in a
broader context over the long term. So management actions might better respond
to those threats that are best mitigation by non-ocean actions.” Research efforts
have recently begun on ocean conditions.

JOHN DAY DRAWDOWN STUDY

Question. I am concerned reports that the Oregon State Fish and Wildlife depart-
ment may be questioning your analysis on the John Day Drawdown study, and is
pressing the Corps to pursue further study of this issue. I do not believe that fur-
ther study is warranted, nor will it lead to any additional information that will posi-
tively impact. Can you explain the Corps’ position on the John Day drawdown and
when we can expect a final decision?

General Ballard. As you know, the draft John Day report is out for public and
agency review. Our preliminary recommendation is that no further study is required
to allow Congress and the Region to make a decision regarding drawdown of the
John Day reservoir or removal of the John Day Dam. We will evaluate all comments
received during the review period, due to close on May 1, 2000, including those from
the State of Oregon, before making our final recommendation to Congress.

We fully understand that diverse views regarding further study are prevalent
throughout the region. Let me assure you that the Corps of Engineers will base its
recommendation on the best science available. We anticipate completion of the
Phase I report this summer. Our final recommendation to Congress will be made
in late September of this year.

COLUMBIA RIVER CHANNEL DEEPENING

Question. As you know, I have strongly supported deepening the Columbia River
navigation channel from 40 to 43 feet. It will enable the newer generation of cargo
ships with their deeper drafts to serve the Columbia/Snake River system. Sus-
taining that service will allow thousands of businesses, farms, and ranches to con-
tinue to compete successfully in the world marketplace.

The Corps of Engineers issued a favorable Chief’s Report on the project in late
December, so it is fully authorized. Pre-construction Engineering and Design and
land acquisition are underway and will be completed during fiscal year 2001. Some
environmental features of the project, which are very important to its success in my
part of the country, will be ready for construction in fiscal year 2000.

Unfortunately, because the Chief's Report was completed so late in the budget
preparation cycle, construction funds for the Columbia River project could not be in-
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cluded in the President’s budget request. However, if Congress were to appropriate
a small amount of construction funds [$4 million] for fiscal year 2001, would be
Corps be capable of beginning construction of these environmental features during
fiscal year 2001?

General Ballard. Yes, subject to the usual qualifications, the Corps of Engineers
would be capable of initiating part of the environmental restoration component of
the Columbia River Channel Improvements Project. This capability is dependent,
however, upon the non-Federal sponsor’s execution of their plan to acquire the lands
necessary for construction.

Question. In addition, the National Marine Fisheries Service included a require-
ment that the Corps and local sponsors secure and improve 5,000 acres in the
estuarian habitat as mitigation for the deepening project. What steps is the Corps
taking to meet this requirement?

General Ballard. The Biological Opinion for the Columbia River Channel Deep-
ening project clearly states in the terms and conditions that the Corps will, “as part
of the Corps’ ecosystem restoration mission and responsibility under separate au-
thority, independent of the Channel Improvements Project, expedite the attainment
of the objectives of the Lower Columbia River Estuary Program by restoring 1,500
acres of tidal wetlands by 2005, and 3,000 acres between 2005 and 2010, subject
to Congressional authority and appropriation”. Fiscal year 2002 funds for a new
General Investigation (GI) study would be needed in order to fulfill this term and
condition. This GI study would specifically address environmental restoration in
support of the Lower Columbia Estuary Program. The restoration of habitat is not
considered part of “mitigation for the deepening project”.

Question. Although some mitigation measures were included in the Chief’s Report,
the number of acres involved will not meet the requirements established by NMFS.
In what ways can the Corps use other authorities to work with the local sponsors
to provide the habitat improvements required by NMFS?

General Ballard. The items included in the Chief’s report include mitigation for
impacts due to upland disposal impacts to wildlife. The items referred to in the Bio-
logical Opinion’s terms and conditions relate to restoration actions. This is an im-
portant distinction. The Biological Opinion states that the Corps will, “as part of the
Corps ecosystem restoration mission and responsibility under separate authority,
independent of the Channel Improvement Project, expedite the attainment of the ob-
jectives of the Lower Columbia River Estuary Program by restoring 1,500 acres of
tidal wetlands by 2005 and 3,000 acres between 2005 and 2010, subject to congres-
sional authority and appropriation.” The Corps intends to use a future General In-
vestigation Study as a vehicle for evaluating and seeking authority to provide the
habitat restoration. We will also use Section 1135, Project Modifications for Im-
provements to the Environment and Section 206, Aquatic Restoration, both part of
our Continuing Authorities Program, for habitat restoration.

QUESTIONS SUBMITTED BY SENATOR HARRY REID

Question. Dr. Westphal, I sense a growing concern in this country regarding the
state of our environmental infrastructure, that is, our water supply and distribution
systems and sewage collection and treatment systems. We've correctly determined
that much more needs to be done in the future to assure these systems are as mod-
ern and functional as possible, but our traditional process of assigning responsibility
for this work mostly at the local government level, and our mechanisms for financ-
ing needed improvements have been found wanting. The Federal Government has
imposed increasingly strict requirements on water supplies and discharges, realizing
that water problems affect all of us, not just those within a given local political ju-
risdiction where a discharge, for example, might occur. These new standards are im-
posing great demands, however, on local governments. The demands are especially
difficult for poor rural areas—and poor urban areas for that matter. Congress has
taken a few steps in the right direction in recent Water Resources Development Acts
by creating an opportunity for the Corps to bring its expertise to bear on the prob-
lem. I'm particularly interested in one of these provisions for rural Nevada and
Montana contained in Section 595 of WRDA 99, but there are a host of others as
well across the country, indicating to me that many of my colleagues have similar
concerns. Despite your growing authorities to address these problems, you have not
as ygt budgeted for any of them. Why not? Don’t you believe these needs are impor-
tant?

Answer. Answered at hearing P. 36 LINE 22.

dguestion. Did you recommend to OMB that work under these authorities be fund-
ed?
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Dr. Westphal. I recommended to OMB that several environmental infrastructure
projects for which Congress had previously appropriated funds be included in the
President’s budget. My recommendation did not include work authorized by section
595 because I believed that ongoing activities had a better chance of being budgeted.

Question. General Ballard, does the Corps have the capability and expertise to ad-
dress these problems?

General Ballard. Yes, we do.

EVERGLADES RESTORATION

Question. Dr. Westphal, The administration has placed a great deal on emphasis
on restoration of the Florida Everglades. I too am in favor of this extensive environ-
mental restoration. However, I am concerned about the cost and the potential im-
pacts to other worthy projects within the Corps’ annual budget. It is important to
the Congress that the Corps’ budget balance all of the various water resources needs
of the nation. The extent of the financial commitment for the Everglades will put
a tremendous strain on this balanced approach without significant increases in the
Corps’ budget in coming years. Dr. Westphal, Is the administration making provi-
sions in the outyears to increase the Corps’ budget targets to account for the tre-
mendous increases necessary to fund the Everglades restoration?

Dr. Westphal. OMB’s outyear projections for the Army Corps of Engineers and
other agencies illustrate funding levels that would maintain roughly a constant level
of total spending in real terms. The outyear levels do not represent a particular
level of funding in any future year. We would expect the next Administration to con-
sider an appropriate balance of funding for Everglades restoration and other worthy
Corps projects and activities when it establishes budget targets for the Corps of En-
gineers.

Question. General Ballard, This tremendous amount of new work in Florida is
likely to strain your staffing resources in the area. Assuming this work is funded
at anticipated levels, how will the Corps undertake this additional work within cur-
rent staffing levels?

General Ballard. We believe we should be able to accommodate the Everglades
work within the overall Corps FTE allocation using a combination of Corps FTE
personnel and Architect/Engineering contracts.

SHORE PROTECTION

Question. Dr. Westphal, Shore Protection projects, with very few exceptions, are
conspicuously absent from the President’s budget again this year. Congress, at the
urging of the Administration, modified the cost sharing provisions for shore protec-
tion projects in WRDA 99. By making these changes, we expected some movement
within the Administration to budget for these vital projects. Why has the Adminis-
tration refused to budget for these projects despite the concessions by Congress on
cost sharing issues?

Dr. Westphal. The fiscal year 2001 budget includes $55 million for shore protec-
tion projects, a $21 million (62 percent) increase over funding requested for these
projects in the fiscal year 2000 budget. Although the Water Resources Development
Act of 1999 increased the cost sharing for shore protection, the Administration’s pol-
icy on shore protection projects remains unchanged from prior years, because the
revision included by Congress did not go far enough in changing the cost sharing
for periodic nourishment. The Administration proposed increasing the non-Federal
share of periodic nourishment from 35 percent to 65 percent. WRDA 1999 increased
the non-Federal cost share to 50 percent for shore protection projects for which a
feasibility study is completed or for which the project is authorized after 31 Decem-
ber 1999. Thus the non-Federal cost share falls short of the level the Administration
had desired and a great many projects would be totally exempted from the new cost
sharing. I look forward to continuing to work with congress to reach agreement on
this issue in the next Water Resources Development Act.

Question. Did you advocate to OMB that these projects should be budgeted?

Dr. Westphal. Yes, I supported funding each of these projects at the level rec-
ommended by our Divisions.

Question. Shoreside communities contribute billions of dollars to our national
economy. These projects provide protection for these communities as well as pro-
viding recreation for the citizens of this country. Doesn’t the Administration feel
that jobs and tax dollars generated in these communities are worth preserving?

Dr. Westphal. Yes, however the Administration also believes that, in most in-
stances, these communities can use some of the funds they generate to finance the
shore protection they need. It is for this reason that the Administration is seeking
higher cost sharing from the non-Federal sponsors for shore protection.
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REGULATORY PROGRAM

Question. General Ballard, the Corps has recently proposed new wetland rules. In
the past, I have been concerned over the length of time involved in securing Corps’
permits. These new wetland rules will increase your workload tremendously. A com-
parison of your proposed Regulatory Program shows that you received $106 million
in fiscal year 1999, $117 million in fiscal year 2000 and are requesting $125 million
in fiscal year 2001. An increase of only $8 million for fiscal year 2001 does not seem
adequate for the increase in workload that these new rules are likely to generate.
Is your staff and budget adequate to respond to all of these new permit requests
in a timely manner?

General Ballard. The fiscal year 2001 budget request was not developed to reflect
workload generated by the nationwide permit changes since the request predates
completion of our study of the nationwide impacts. However, we do anticipate that
the fiscal year 2001 funding request increase, if approved, would partially address
the individual permit workload but would not be adequate to maintain our current
performance levels.

CONSTRUCTION BACKLOG

Question. Dr. Westphal, estimates range from $30 to $45 billion in backlogged
water resources needs in this country. An administration budget of $4 billion is in-
adequate to fund these great needs. Congress has generally increased the budget
somewhat in order to try to fund some of these needs, however, the Congress cannot
increase the Corps’ budget to the levels needed without some leadership from the
Administration. As the senior Administration advocate for the Corps, how are you
actively seeking to increase the Corps’ share of the Federal dollar?

Dr. Westphal. I have actively worked within the Administration to educate others
on the magnitude of water resources needs and their importance to the well being
of the Nation. As you know there are many competing interests for the Federal dol-
lar. The Administration’s fiscal year 2001 budget request strongly supports invest-
ments in water resources, including $78 million for 14 new construction starts, $27
million for recreation modernization, and $20 million for the newly authorized Chal-
lenge 21 program. In fact, the Administration’s fiscal year 2001 budget request of
$4.064 billion is virtually equivalent to Congress’ fiscal year 2000 appropriation of
$4.113 billion. As long as I am Assistant Secretary, I intend to continue advocating
greater priority for Civil Works funding to better address the Nation’s water re-
sources needs.

HARBOR SERVICES FUND AND FEE

Question. Dr. Westphal, the Committee is aware that the Supreme Court ruled
a portion of the Harbor Maintenance Tax as unconstitutional. The Administration
has proposed a Harbor Services Fund and Fee as a replacement for the Harbor
Maintenance Trust Fund and Tax. What other options did the Administration con-
sider in lieu of this fee?

Doctor Westphal. The Administration worked to develop a proposal that was eco-
nomically and constitutionally supportable. Chiefly due to the Supreme Court deci-
sion and the General Agreement on Tariffs and Trade (GATT) concerns of some of
our international trading partners, no other options were determined to be viable.
The tax has been challenged by the European Union in the World Trade Organiza-
tion as a violation of GATT. If the European Union ultimately prevails in a case,
the tax would most likely have to be repealed in order to avoid damages. If Congress
does not replace it with another financing mechanism, one that can withstand con-
stitutional tests, then work programmed for port improvements and maintenance
will have much stiffer competition from appropriations from other Federal programs
and activities. A constrained budget will not support a program that will bring navi-
gation improvements on line sooner and, probably, at less cost.

MAINTENANCE BACKLOG

Question. It is the Committee’s understanding that there is a large backlog of crit-
ical maintenance at existing Corps projects. Could you please comment on this back-
log, provide examples of the type of maintenance that is backlogged and the proce-
dures used to prioritize and budget for this backlog.

General Ballard. The fiscal year 2001 maintenance backlog is around $451 mil-
lion, equal to 24 percent of the $1.854 billion budget request for O&M. It covers all
of our O&M business functions as follows: Navigation—$276 million, Flood Con-
trol—81 million, Hydropower—$30 million, Environmental Stewardship—$13 mil-
lion and Recreation—$50 million. Some specific examples would include: (a) repair
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spillway gate in the McNary Lock and Dam in Oregon, (b) dewater and perform
major repairs at Port Allen Lock on the Gulf Intracoastal Waterway in Louisiana,
(c) repair the South Beach Groin at Ventura Harbor in California; and (d) repair
?evere deterioration of existing riprap on Coyote Dam at Lake Mendicino in Cali-
ornia.

Over the last year I have conducted intensive reviews with each division com-
mander analyzing his O&M program from top to bottom. We have identified the
highest priority maintenance backlog and have instituted aggressive programming
measures to concentrate available resources on the most critical needs. In fiscal year
1999, the unexpended carryover was reduced by $110 million with a good portion
of these funds applied toward the backlog. We continue to look for efficiencies in
the O&M program with savings being applied toward helping to reduce the mainte-
nance backlog to a manageable level.

QUESTIONS SUBMITTED BY SENATOR ROBERT C. BYRD
ROBERT C. BYRD LOCKS AND DAM, WEST VIRGINIA AND OHIO

Question. Please provide an estimate of the increased capability and the reduction
in navigation delays since operations of the new locks commenced in January 1993.
Please also provide an estimate of the navigation savings during this same time.

General Griffin. The capacity of the old Gallipolis locks was estimated to be 63.3
million tons. With the new R.C. Byrd locks, 15-barge tows typically can be processed
in one operation rather than the two operations necessitated by the smaller Gallip-
olis locks. Transit times have been reduced from an average of 16 hours per tow
to 1.5 hours per tow. The capacity of the new locks is estimated at 148.5 million
tons.

Since the new locks opened in 1993, annual traffic has grown from 45 million tons
to 56 million tons in 1999. In the first seven years of operation, the new locks have
realized transportation savings of an estimated $227 million. The total project cost
is $379 million. The incremental cost (over the without-project condition) is esti-
mated at $263 million. Cumulative savings to date represent 86 percent of the incre-
mental cost of the new locks. At present traffic levels, it is expected that the R.C.
Byrd Locks and Dam project will pay for itself by 2001.

WINFIELD LOCKS AND DAM, WEST VIRGINIA

Question. Please provide an estimate of the increased capability and the reduction
in navigation delays since operation of the new lock commenced in November 1997.
Please also provide an estimate of the navigation savings during this same time.

General Griffin. The capacity of the old Winfield project was estimated at 24 mil-
lion tons. With the new lock, typical five barge tows can be processed on one oper-
ation, rather than the five operations necessitated by the smaller locks. Processing
times were reduced from about 170 minutes per tow to 64 minutes. The capacity
of the new lock is estimated at 69.5 million tons.

Since the new lock opened, transit times through Winfield have been reduced by
approximately 12.5 hours per tow and total lockages have reduced from over 22,000
to about 3,000. In the two years of operation, the new lock has realized an estimated
$23 million in transportation savings. The cumulative savings represent 10 percent
of the incremental cost of the new lock. The total cost of the project is estimated
at $227.5 million. This total cost is also the incremental cost because there was no
construction in the “without project” condition. The traffic forecast in the feasibility
report tracks very well with actual traffic at Winfield. At forecast traffic levels, it
is expected that Winfield lock will pay for itself by 2012.

BLUESTONE LAKE (DAM SAFETY ASSURANCE), WEST VIRGINIA

Question. Bluestone is a fifty-year-old dam on the New River just above Hinton
and the confluence of the New and Greenbrier Rivers. The Huntington Corps of En-
gineers reports that the dam does not meet today’s safety criteria. In fiscal year
2000, Congress provided $750,000, which was supplemented by a reprogramming of
approximately $3.9 million, to initiate a new construction start on Phase I work on
the Bluestone Dam Safety Project.

What work will be completed with the fiscal year 2000 funds?

General Griffin. Fiscal year 2000 funds will be used initiate construction of Phase
1, consisting of the resident engineer’s office, penstocks extension, and mass con-
crete thrust blocks. Plans and specifications will be started for the second phase,
Whiﬁh consists of a 13 foot pre-cast concrete wall, State Route 20 gate closure, and
anchors.
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Question. What risks are currently posed by the Bluestone Dam to the commu-
nities and businesses, and environments below the dam?

General Griffin. Under current design criteria, the probable maximum flood is es-
timated to overtop the existing dam by 13 feet. Dam failure would cause cata-
strophic flooding along the Greenbrier, New, Gauley, Kanawha, and Elk Rivers, in-
cluding the metropolitan area and heavily industrialized capital city of Charleston,
West Virginia. This would place more than 115,000 persons at risk, with property
damages in excess of $6.5 billion. However, the probable maximum flood has a small
likelihood of occurring in any given year.

Question. What level of flooding would cause the dam to fail catastrophically?
How likely is it that such a level of flooding might occur? What is the likelihood
that the dam will fail in the next 50 years? In the next 100 years?

General Griffin. The dam would be in danger of failing if pool levels approaching
the top of the existing dam were to occur. This flood level, known as the 500 year
flood event, has a 0.2 percent chance of occurring in any year, a 10 percent chance
of occurring at least once in the next 50 years, and an 18 percent chance of occur-
ring at least once in the next 100 years.

Question. Are there additional Corps capabilities for this project for fiscal year
2001 above those identified in the President’s fiscal year 2001 budget?

General Griffin. Yes, subject to the usual qualification, the Corps has additional
capability of $8.7 million above the President’s Budget request of $6.3 million, for
a total of $15 million. The capability-level funds would be used to complete engi-
neering and design for the preferred alternative, complete phase 1 construction, and
initiate phase 2 construction. Capability-level funds would advance overall project
completion by one year.

Question. What additional measures can be taken to minimize the risks to the
public and to ensure that this project remains on track and a high priority?

General Griffin. In order to reduce risk as early as possible in the project sched-
ule, the project was separated into phases. The first phase includes modifications
to the existing penstocks and construction of concrete thrust blocks. Construction of
these features will improve stability of the dam and increase the discharge capacity
of the dam during rare flood events.

GREENBRIER RIVER BASIN, WEST VIRGINIA

Question. The pristine Greenbrier River Basin of West Virginia is one prone to
extensive flooding. The Water Resources Development Act of 1996 authorized the
Corps to implement local protection plans to help mitigate damage from future
flooding.

Has the Corps reached an agreement with the City of Marlinton on a local flood
protection plan? Have the details of the plan been worked out and agreed to among
the participants?

General Griffin. The Corps and the City of Marlinton have identified two plans
of protection. Both include a levee down the front side of Marlinton that borders the
Greenbrier River and a secondary levee along the Riverside area of town. One plan
involves the extension of the levee upstream along Knapps Creek, and the other
plan involves construction of a Knapps Creek diversion channel. The costs of the
two plans currently are being evaluated.

Question. What 1s the projected non-Federal cost? What is the total cost?

General Griffin. The total cost of the least-cost plan is estimated to be not more
than about $75 million. The local sponsor would qualify for a reduction in its cost
share to 14 percent, based on ability-to-pay provisions. Therefore, the non-Federal
share of the least-cost plan would be no more than about $10.5 million. However,
if one plan proves to be more costly and the local sponsor prefers that plan, the local
sponsor also would pay the full incremental costs of that plan.

Question. What activities are currently being conducted on the Marlinton local
protection plan?

General Griffin. The Corps is finalizing design, conducting field investigations,
and evaluating the feasibility of the two alternatives in the Knapps Creek area.

Question. What capabilities does the Corps anticipate for fiscal year 2001 for the
Marlinton local protection plan?

General Griffin. Subject to the usual qualification, the fiscal year 2001 capability
is $1.0 million. If provided, these funds would be used to continue detailed design
and to complete the detailed project report and NEPA compliance.

Question. When can construction on the Marlinton project begin?

General Griffin. If funds are provided, construction could begin in fiscal year 2002
in a limited area.
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Question. What is the status of the flood warning system for the Greenbrier River
Basin? What benefits are anticipated or have been achieved already with its instal-
lation?

General Griffin. The flood warning system is complete and operational. Since in-
stallation was completed in Fall 1999, there has been no basin flooding that has re-
quired use of the system. The primary benefit of the flood warning system is that
it provides advanced notification of impending flooding conditions. This additional
warning time is beneficial to reduce flood damages and save lives.

Question. Have other localities, such as the cities of Ronceverte, Alderson, Durbin,
Cass, Renick, which are authorized for flood damage reduction plans under the
Water Resources Development Act of 1996, expressed interest in pursuing projects?

General Griffin. At this time, there are no other expressions of interest to pursue
a project.

Question. Is the current authorization of $47 million as modified by section 360
of the Water Resources Development Act of 1999, for federal participation sufficient
to complete the Marlinton project, factoring in inflation and possible future partici-
pation from other localities mentioned above in flood protection projects? What level
would be sufficient?

General Griffin. The current authorization of $47 million is not sufficient to com-
plete the Marlinton project and initiate work on other projects. The Federal share
of the Marlinton project alone, including expected price level adjustments for infla-
tion, is estimated to be $65 million. The Federal share of projects for other localities
such as Ronceverte, Alderson, Cass, Durbin, and Renick would not be quantified
until a definitive plan and schedule were established, but the total for the
Greenbrier River Basin is likely to be well over $100 million.

MARMET LOCKS AND DAM, WEST VIRGINIA

Question. Congress provided $11,350,000 last year to advance engineering, design,
and land acquisition for the Marmet Lock replacement project. The President’s
budget request is $6,500,000, which is far less than last year’s enacted level and
the $9,800,000 requested by the Administration.

Is the Marmet Lock replacement important to maintain and increase the efficient
flow of commerce? How many tons of cargo, and what type of cargo, were shipped
through the locks in 1999? Does the project have a strong benefit/cost ratio?

General Griffin. The Marmet lock replacement is essential to maintain and in-
crease the flow of commerce. The locks move millions of tons of cargo to and from
West Virginia. Improvements at Marmet would reduce the average transit time of
5.5 hours to around 1 hour, a reduction in lock transit time of 4.5 hours. At current
traffic levels, the new lock would yield 23 thousand hours of reduced trip time for
the 4,300 tows that used the project. In 1999, more than 14.7 million tons of com-
merce locked through Marmet, including 13.6 million tons of coal, 580 thousand tons
of petroleum and chemical products, and 440 thousand tons of stone. The remaining
benefit-to-cost ratio is 4.7 to 1.

Question. The President’s budget request for the project is $6,500,000, which is
far less than last year’s enacted level of $11,350,000 and the Administration’s fiscal
year 2000 request of $9,800,000. Why has the Administration significantly reduced
the fiscal year 2001 request as compared to fiscal year 2000 request? Does this
project not warrant continued strong support and funding?

General Griffin. The fiscal year 2001 request reflects a constrained construction
program Corps-wide. The President’s budget reflects a reasonable schedule for con-
tinuation of real estate and design activities.

Question. Last year, the Corps estimated that it would need to buy about 250
properties for this project. How many have been purchased to date, and how many
do you anticipate having purchased by the close of fiscal year 2000?

General Griffin. To date, 64 properties have been purchased. By the end of fiscal
year 2000, approximately 100 properties will have been acquired.

Question. When do you anticipate that the land acquisition for the project will be
completed? When do you anticipate that the land acquisition will be sufficiently far
enough along that the Corps can begin construction?

General Griffin. The President’s budget reflects that land acquisition will be com-
pleted by September 2002 and that sufficient land acquisition and design will be
completed by the end of fiscal year 2001 to enable initiation of construction of the
lock in fiscal year 2002.

Question. How much money will be needed beyond fiscal year 2001 to complete
the project? What work will remain to be done?
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General Griffin. An additional $273 million is required beyond fiscal year 2001
for continued engineering and design of the lock, acquisition of the remaining prop-
erties, and construction of the lock.

Question. Are there additional Corps capabilities at Marmet for fiscal year 2001
above those identified in the President’s budget?

General Griffin. Subject to the usual qualification, the Corps has the capability
to use an additional $7.1 million, for a total appropriation of $13.6 million, to ad-
vance engineering and design and land acquisition. Advancement of engineering and
design at the capability level would advance project completion by one year.

Question. 1 would like to again remind the Corps that many people are affected
by this project—from those whose lives and homes are being disrupted by the con-
struction, to all of the people and industries whose livelihoods depend upon the
locks, the shipping, and the products that go through Marmet locks. Therefore, it
is imperative for all of us to move this project forward efficiently so at to avoid any
unnecessary delays.

General Griffin. Yes, sir.

LEVISA AND TUG FORKS OF THE BIG SANDY RIVER AND UPPER CUMBERLAND RIVER,
WEST VIRGINIA, VIRGINIA AND KENTUCKY—WEST VIRGINIA TUG FORK FLOOD PROTEC-
TION PROJECTS

Question. For fiscal year 2000, Congress provided $4,400,000 to continue work on
flood protection projects in southern West Virginia along the Tug Fork and its tribu-
taries as part of the multi-state Section 202 project. While the President’s request
includes $12,100,000 for Levisa and Tug Fork projects for fiscal year 2001, all of
these funds are slated for other states.

Last year, there were significant delays associated with the Corps executing
Project Cooperative Agreements for the Upper Mingo County project and the
McDowell County project. Have these project agreements been executed?

General Griffin. Both project agreements have been executed. The Upper Mingo
County Project Cooperation Agreement was amended in June 1999 to include the
tributary areas. The McDowell County Project Cooperation Agreement was executed
in September 1999.

Question. What activities will remain to be done beyond fiscal year 2000 in lower
Mingo County and what is the cost of the remaining effort? Does the Corps have
capabilities in lower Mingo County in fiscal year 2001?

General Griffin. The flood proofing or acquisition of structures would continue be-
yond fiscal year 2000 if funds were provided. The remaining cost is $2 million. The
capability for fiscal year 2001 is $1.6 million, subject to the usual qualification.

Question. What activities will remain to be completed beyond fiscal year 2000 in
upper Mingo County along the Tug Fork and its tributaries and what is the cost
of the remaining effort? Does the Corps have capabilities in upper Mingo County
in fiscal year 20017

General Griffin. Non-structural flood damage reduction measures would continue
beyond fiscal year 2000 if funds were provided. The remaining cost is $2,818,000.
The capability for fiscal year 2001 is $1,500,000, subject to the usual qualification.

Question. What activities will remain to be completed beyond fiscal year 2000 in
McDowell County and what is the cost of the remaining effort? Does the Corps have
capabilities in McDowell County in fiscal year 2001?

General Griffin. Remaining activities include acquisition, flood proofing, and con-
struction of relocated schools, town halls, and fire stations. The remaining cost is
$166,359,000. The capability for fiscal year 2001 is $600,000, subject to the usual
qualification.

Question. What is the approved plan for schools in the McDowell County Non-
structural Project?

General Griffin. The approved plan consists of the construction of ringwalls to
protect schools in place, or relocation and re-construction of schools out of the flood-
plain, whichever is the least costly, for six schools. The Government also requires
the regulation of each former school site, consistent with the project’s flood control
purpose.

Question. What is the locally preferred plan for the McDowell County project?

General Griffin. The locally preferred plan is to construct two replacement
schools, allowing the consolidation of five county elementary schools. The Federal
participation in funding the school consolidation would be to contribute an amount
equal to the least costly method of flood protection for each school. The approved
plan and locally preferred plan both include relocation of the high school out of the
floodplain.



66

Question. What must be done to implement the locally preferred plans for the
McDowell County project?

General Griffin. A report on the locally preferred plan would be prepared that in-
cludes cost comparisons, documentation of NEPA compliance, and identification of
any changes in Federal and non-Federal responsibilities. The Project Cooperation
Agreement would be amended based on the report. The non-Federal sponsor would
agree to minimize flood risk to the new schools and prevent flood-prone construction
at the former school sites.

Question. What is the schedule for completing the additional design documents for
the McDowell County project?

General Griffin. The report on the locally preferred plan will be completed in May
2000. The first relocations design document for consolidation of three elementary
schools will be completed in September 2000. The second relocations design docu-
ment to consolidate the other two elementary schools will be completed in March
2001.

Question. What activities will remain to be completed beyond fiscal year 2000 in
Wayne County and what is the cost of the remaining effort? Does the Corps have
capabilities in Wayne County in fiscal year 2001?

General Griffin. The acquisition or flood proofing of structures would continue be-
yond fiscal year 2000 if funds were provided. The remaining cost is $6,244,000. The
capability for fiscal year 2001 is $400,000, subject to the usual qualification.

WHEELING RIVERFRONT, WEST VIRGINIA

Question. Wheeling, West Virginia, is in the midst of major preservation and reha-
bilitation project to protect and enhance its cultural and commercial resources in its
central business district. In fiscal year 2000, Congress provided $100,000 for the
U.S. Army Corps of Engineers to provide assistance and support to the preservation
and revitalization plans associated with the Wheeling National Heritage Area.
These funds were to allow the Corps to objectively analyze the planned and ongoing
design and construction work connected with these restoration efforts. This is an im-
portant project and I believe that the Corps might have some expertise that would
be useful in the effort.

What is the status of this investigation?

General Griffin. In March 2000, Pittsburgh District issued a Notice to Proceed to
its indefinite Delivery Architect/Engineer contractor to complete a Special Project
Report. This report that will evaluate improvements to the waterfront at the con-
fluence of the Ohio River and Wheeling Creek within the Wheeling National Herit-
age Area, Wheeling, West Virginia. The contractor’s report will be submitted in
June 2000.

Question. What types of capabilities has the Corps identified to date?

General Griffin. Corps capabilities that are anticipated to be applicable to this
project are to dredge the lower one mile of Wheeling Creek for recreational boating
and use the dredged material, if clean, to cap two brownfield sites adjacent to the
Wheeling waterfront.

Question. What would be the next step toward further involving the Corps with
the revitalization efforts underway in Wheeling, with each capability identified?

General Griffin. After the Special Project Report is completed in June 2000, find-
ings must be coordinated with the Wheeling National Heritage Corporation and the
City of Wheeling to determine local interest in pursuing the identified initiatives.

Question. What legislation, if any, would be required to authorize the Corps’ par-
ticipation in each area of assistance identified?

General Griffin. Authorization legislation and funding would be required.

Question. What would be the cost-share requirement for each of the capabilities
identified?

General Griffin. If the work were authorized, some or all costs would be assigned
to recreation or recreational navigation and would be cost shared 50 percent Federal
and 50 percent non-Federal unless otherwise specified in law.

LOWER MUD RIVER, WEST VIRGINIA

Question. The Lower Mud River project, authorized by Section 580 of the 1996
Water Resources Development Act, was originally a Department of Agriculture
project. Its purpose is to mitigate the repeated flooding events that have caused ex-
tensive damage to the City of Milton, West Virginia.

What is the status of the limited reevaluation report being conducted by the Corps
on the earlier Department of Agriculture study?

General Griffin. The Corps reevaluation report is scheduled for completion in July
2000. The West Virginia Soil Conservation Agency is cost sharing this report.
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Question. What activities will remain to be completed beyond fiscal year 2000 for
the Lower Mud River project and what is the cost of the remaining effort? Does the
Corps have capabilities for this project in fiscal year 2001?

General Griffin. The President’s fiscal year 2001 budget requested $650,000 in
General Investigations funds to continue preconstruction engineering and design
(PED). Due to acceleration of the work, this amount is now sufficient to complete
PED. Subject to the usual qualification, the Corps total capability in fiscal year 2001
is $1,000,000 of Construction, General funds to complete PED, negotiate and exe-
cute a Project Cooperation Agreement, and initiate construction.

Question. When does the Corps anticipate that construction will be able to com-
mence?

General Griffin. If funded, project construction could begin in the third quarter,
fiscal year 2001.

LONDON LOCKS AND DAM, WEST VIRGINIA

Question. The fiscal year 2000 Energy and Water Appropriations Act included
$600,000 to initiate construction of the London Lock and Dam rehabilitation project.
This project will replace the upper guard wall and extend the lock chamber. The
rehabilitation project is needed to avoid future lockage delays along the Kanawha
River at London.

What work will be accomplished with the fiscal year 2000 funds?

General Griffin. Fiscal year 2000 funds will be used to initiate construction of
phase 1, which consists of fabricating the needle dam beams, needle dam sheet pil-
ing, and pre-cast concrete needle sill, and to continue design for phase 2A, which
consists of electrical and mechanical work not requiring closure of the lock chamber.

Question. What is the total cost of the project?

General Griffin. The total cost of the project is $22.2 million.

Question. Does the Corps have additional capabilities for fiscal year 2001 that
would accelerate the completion of this project if funds were available?

General Griffin. Yes. Subject to the usual qualification, the fiscal year 2001 capa-
bility is $5 million, $3.2 million more than the President’s Budget Request of $1.8
million. The additional funds would be used to complete engineering and design and
to initiate construction of phase 2B, which involves closure of the lock chamber.

WEST FORK RIVER, WEST VIRGINIA

Question. For the past two years, I have received communications from constitu-
ents in Harrison County, West Virginia, for a flood warning system along the West
Fork River.

To what extent has the Corps participated in the funding and installation of such
early warning systems at other locations?

General Griffin. In 1998, the Pittsburgh District completed implementation of a
comprehensive flood warning system (FWS) for the Cheat River Basin in West Vir-
ginia, and the Huntington District completed a similar system for the adjacent
Greenbrier River Basin, also in West Virginia. Both systems involved installing sev-
eral new stream gages and connecting the new gages and existing stream and pre-
cipitation gages with flood forecasting software via radio, telephone, and satellite
communications technology. Installation of these FWS was 100 percent Federally
funded in accordance with the Energy and Water Development Appropriations Act,
1997. The State of West Virginia is the project sponsor of both FWS and pays for
operation and maintenance of the new gages. The Pittsburgh District currently is
planning a FWS in the Tygart River Basin, West Virginia, as an element of the
West Virginia and Pennsylvania Flood Control, West Virginia and Pennsylvania,
project, which does not extend to the West Fork Basin.

Question. What role would there be for a flood warning system in protecting resi-
dents along the West Fork River?

General Griffin. A flood warning system would likely provide several hours of ad-
ditional warning time to communities and property owners along low-lying areas ad-
jacent to the West Fork River and possibly some major tributaries. This would re-
duce the flood threat to life and property.

Question. What would be the estimated cost for installation of such a system? Is
there a cost-sharing requirement for this system? General Griffin. The West Fork
Basin is roughly similar in size to the Cheat and Greenbrier Basins, so $500,000
should be sufficient to plan and implement a similar comprehensive FWS. There
was no cost sharing for implementing the Cheat and Greenbrier FWS, because of
the appropriation act language. In the absence of such special legislation, the Corps
could plan and implement a FWS under its existing Section 205 Continuing Au-
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thorities Program for flood damage reduction, with a 35 percent non-Federal share
of $175,000 and a 65 percent Federal share of $325,000.

Question. How much does it cost to maintain a flood warning system once it is
fully operational and what entity would be responsible for maintaining it?

General Griffin. The new Cheat flood warning system gages are being maintained
for approximately $6,500 per gage per year. There were seven new stream gages,
so the total annual cost is about $45,000. As the local sponsor, the State of West
Virginia, through its Office of Emergency Services, pays for maintenance of these
new gages. Each stream or precipitation gage that existed prior to its incorporation
into the new system is still maintained by its owner, which is either the National
Weather Service, the U.S. Geologic Survey, or the Corps of Engineers.

WEST VIRGINIA STATEWIDE FLOOD PROTECTION PLAN, WEST VIRGINIA

Question. Congress provided $400,000 in fiscal year 1998 and $624,000 in fiscal
year 1999 for the Huntington Corps of Engineers, on a 50/50 cost-share basis with
the West Virginia Department of Agriculture, to conduct a comprehensive study of
the chronic flood problems that devastate West Virginia.

What is the status of the study?

General Griffin. The study was divided into two phases to match the two-year
funding cycle of the sponsor. The Corps has completed twenty percent of the work
tasks in phase I, including updating data on flood damages and the costs of prospec-
tive water resources projects and an analysis of local government financial capa-
bility to cost share those projects. The phase II agreement was provided to the non-
Federal sponsor for review and execution in September 1999, but has not been exe-
cuted by the sponsor at this time.

Question. Is the project behind schedule? By how much? What factors are contrib-
uting to the delay and what is being done to get the project back on track?

General Griffin. The project is behind schedule. Phase I is behind by eight
months. Completion was scheduled for December 1999. Factors leading to the delay
include late receipt of the sponsor’s matching funds and a delay in establishing the
multi-agency task force required in the study agreement. Phase II has not been ini-
tiated and thus far is behind two months from the initial schedule. The principal
cause of delay of the second phase is difficulties encountered in defining the spon-
sor’s in-kind contribution. The Corps and the sponsor are working to establish the
task force, define in-kind contributions for phase II, execute the phase II agreement,
and reschedule phase I and II studies to be concurrent, thus reducing schedule im-
pacts.

Question. What activities will be accomplished in fiscal year 2000?

General Griffin. Following formation of the task force, remaining phase I study
work tasks will be completed. These include flooding problem identification, plan
formulation, and development of a statewide strategy for flood protection. Once the
phase II agreement is executed, the phase II work tasks could be initiated. Phase
IT activities include development of a statewide flood warning system, training for
floodplain managers, development of model watershed plans, and development of
recommendations for flood control programs.

Question. What activities will be accomplished in fiscal year 2001?

General Griffin. The phase II tasks will be completed, and phase I and II study
documentation will be merged into a single decision document for the state execu-
tive and legislative offices.

Question. When will the project be completed and what will the study provide?

General Griffin. The study is scheduled for completion in July 2001. It will pro-
vide a comprehensive strategy for addressing flooding problems throughout West
Virginia, concentrating on unmet flood control needs, especially in high-priority
areas of the state where chronic flooding occurs. It will provide a statewide flood
damage assessment, identify existing flood control shortfalls, assess existing Federal
and state flood protection programs, formulate flood protection and floodplain man-
agement program improvements, assess non-Federal financing capability, identify fi-
nancing needs for investment in flood protection, develop a long-term investment
strategy for the state, and a provide a detailed report on a statewide flood warning
system.

Question. What additional Federal resources are needed for this project?

General Griffin. No additional Federal funds are required to complete the study.
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QUESTIONS SUBMITTED BY SENATOR HERB KOHL
LA FARGE DAM DEAUTHORIZATION

Question. Why was the La Farge Dam/Kickapoo Reserve project not included in
the President’s Budget? I had several contacts with the Corps over the last year,
all of which led me to believe that the Corps was committed to moving forward and
towards completion. I was very surprised to see that no funding was included. We
have been funding this program for three years through Congressional adds. What
happened to this funding in the President’s Budget?

Answer. All work except the highway repairs and relocations is funded, and a de-
cision that will establish the relative priority of the highway work in the Adminis-
tration’s program is still pending. This project was considered, along with many
other worthy projects nation-wide, for the budget, but was not selected for inclusion
in the President’s Budget. There were two primary factors that eliminated the La
Farge project during the fiscal year 2001 budget prioritization process. First, the au-
thorized project modifications do not provide Net Economic Development benefits.
Second, under the terms and conditions prescribed by Section 361 of the Water Re-
sources Development Act of 1996, the State of Wisconsin must sign a written agree-
ment to hold the United States harmless from any damages related to the transfer
of lands and improvements before the Corps of Engineers can proceed with this
project. Currently, the State does not have the legal authority to furnish the hold
harmless provisions as required by law. However, it is our understanding that legis-
lation to provide such authority recently passed the State legislature and is await-
ing signature by the Governor.

FOX RIVER, WISCONSIN

Question. 1 have recently been contacted by the State of Wisconsin, and notified
by the Detroit District, that there is a proposal to turn over the locks on the Fox
River to the State of Wisconsin. The State, with federal help, would then do the nec-
essary repairs to reopen the locks to traffic and take on the operating costs. The
State and the local community seem eager to take on responsibility for the locks,
and I have a few questions about the potential transfer.

Is there a concrete plan for turning over the locks and for the State of Wisconsin’s
management of those locks?

General Griffin. Sir, the Corps has been involved in extensive negotiations with
the State involving the transfer of the navigation facilities, and we anticipate sign-
ing a formal agreement this Spring. The actual transfer would take place after com-
pletion of historical, cultural, and environmental documentation and the appropria-
tion of funds for transfer-related payments. The State intends to use Federal and
non-Federal funds to repair and rehabilitate the locks and reopen them. The excep-
{:ion is the Rapide Croche lock, which has been closed to prevent invasion of the sea
amprey.

Question. Are you aware of any existing claims to the land by Native American
Tribes?

General Griffin. No claims have been made by any Native American tribe for any
portion of the Fox River navigation system. We are not aware of any former reserva-
tion on project lands or of any reversionary interest held in project lands by Native
American tribes.

Question. Do the locks have adequate invasive species control measures to protect
the wildlife in Lake Winnebago?

General Griffin. Sir, a sea lamprey barrier was installed by the Corps at the
Rapide Croche lock and dam in 1988. As part of this barrier, the gates to the lock
were permanently closed. Any agreement to transfer the locks would contain a con-
dition that the Rapide Croche sea lamprey barrier be maintained. The sea lamprey
has been the invasive species of most concern on the system. There are no other
invasive species control measures in place. Transfer would not impact the status
quo. After transfer, the State of Wisconsin could evaluate and, if necessary, modify
its operations to address concerns with invasive species.

Question. Will an environmental impact statement be necessary before the locks
are reopened?

General Griffin. An Environmental Assessment is being prepared to address the
Federal action, which is solely the transfer of the land and facilities. Future oper-
ation (opening) and maintenance of the locks would become the responsibility of the
State of Wisconsin.

Question. Has the Corps examined whether the plan to reopen the locks is eco-
nomically viable from a federal perspective?
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General Griffin. Sir, there are benefits to be gained from reopening the locks;
however, not all repair and rehabilitation costs related to reopening the locks are
economically justified. The payment to be made by the Corps under the agreement
would be based on the avoided cost of placing the locks in a long term inoperable
status and the repair and rehabilitation costs that are economically justified.

Question. 1 understand that the Corps would seek authorization in WRDA for a
direct appropriation for this project. Has this been done in other states and would
headquarters support a direct appropriation?

General Griffin. The payments under the agreement will be conditioned upon the
Congress appropriating the necessary funds. Should the agreement be executed, the
Corps would be in a position to seek appropriations for the payments. This would
be done through the normal budget process. The Army does not intend to seek addi-
tional authorization to carry out the transfer and payments.

UPPER MISSISSIPPI AND ILLINOIS NAVIGATION STUDY, ILLINOIS, IOWA, MINNESOTA,
MISSOURI AND WISCONSIN

Question. Reports have indicated that the Corps may have discounted the role
small scale measures could play in ameliorating traffic delays at the locks on the
Mississippi. Corps economists indicated that these measures, which include mooring
cells, traffic scheduling, and industry self-help could save the taxpayers millions of
dollars and eliminate the need for lock extensions. Have these options been fully
considered? Can you explain why these measures were not accepted, and could you
provide me with the data and analysis used to come to that conclusion?

Answer. These three small-scale measures-mooring cells and buoys, traffic sched-
uling, and industry self-help have been fully considered in the study’s plan formula-
tion process. Documentation to date for small-scale measures is included in three
interim study products: General Assessment of Small-Scale Measures report dated
June 1995, which provides information on the 92 small-scale measures considered
in early brainstorming sessions that screened the measures down to 16; Detailed As-
sessment of Small Scale Measures report dated December 1998 which provides more
detailed examination and quantification of performance for these 16 measures; and,
Summary of Small-Scale Measures Screening report dated April 1999, which further
screened the measures down to 5 remaining small-scale measures. The three ref-
erenced small-scale measures are discussed in these three interim study reports.

All three of these measures are present to some degree in the future river condi-
tions. First, mooring cells and buoys are part of the alternative plans still under
consideration for the with-project conditions. Mooring facilities provide some project
benefits, but alone they do not considerably reduce future delay projections. Second,
traffic scheduling has been an integral part of our standard operating procedure and
will continue to be into the future in the without-project condition, based on historic
application and our study assumptions. The traffic scheduling is in the form of an
N-up/N-down policy where the lock operator locks through “N” vessels traveling in
one direction prior to locking through “N” vessels traveling in the opposite direction.
Other studies have demonstrated that this existing N-up/N-down scheduling policy
captures the majority of scheduling-related benefits, and the effects of projected traf-
fic growth and related delay potential would overwhelm the benefits of any other
additive scheduling procedures. Third, industry self-help is the practice where in-
dustry tows assist each other by extracting unpowered cuts, usually 9-barge configu-
rations, from the lock without the assistance of lock personnel or equipment. Indus-
try self-help is currently utilized for approximately one to one-and-a-half percent of
all lockages at the busiest locks on the system. Additional coordination with the
navigation industry, U.S. Maritime Administration, and U.S. Coast Guard in 1998
indicated that regular use of industry self-help is not practical due to the variability
in conditions where it can be implemented safely. The general industry comment
was that industry self-help is a stop-gap measure that is used to minimize the im-
pacts of a breakdown on the system, not a routine, long-term measure to address
increasing system traffic and delay. In addition to this information, the study team
considered site-specific input from Corps lock personnel; historical lock performance
data and current usage, safety, risk, and liability considerations; and concerns
raised over potential impacts to environmental and social resources from growing
usage. Also, industry self-help with guidewall extensions was screened out because
it is out-performed at a similar cost by powered kevels with guidewall extensions.
Considering the variables involved, the successful implementation of industry self-
help as a standard operating procedure does not appear to be viable as a long-term
solution. Lock statistics from 1992 to 1998 showed that the average actual usage
of self-help was significantly less than 1.5 percent of total commercial lockages, and
that only Locks 24 and 25 had achieved significant time savings historically. The
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highest usage noted during that period was in 1992 at Lock 25 where it was 3.6
percent. Therefore, the assumptions for the model limited self-help usage to 5 per-
cent, which allows some increase over current usage while remaining close to ob-
served rates and reasonably considers the above-stated concerns.

The referenced interim products have been discussed in public forums. Addition-
ally, copies of the documents discussed have been provided to the Committee. All
aspects of the formulation will be documented as the study team continues to write
the draft Feasibility Report and Environmental Impact Statement for eventual pub-
lic release and review. The plan formulation process is still underway, and no final
study conclusions have been reached. The Feasibility Report and Environmental Im-
pact Statement will not be final until the issuance of the Division Commander’s
Public Notice, at which time the report and Environmental Impact Statement will
be forwarded for Washington-level processing.

QUESTIONS SUBMITTED BY SENATOR BYRON DORGAN
MAPLE RIVER, NEAR ENDERLIN, NORTH DAKOTA

Question. After years of flooding along the Sheyenne River at West Fargo, ND,
a dry dam was proposed on a tributary stream, the Maple River, near Enderlin. The
Maple empties into the Sheyenne north of West Fargo and it was suggested that
a dam would reduce back up flows in the Sheyenne. The dam would only hold water
during flood emergencies. The Corps determined that the dam would not meet its
cost-benefit ratio so local interests (Southeast Cass Water Board) decided to build
it on its own. Although I've been told that the Water Board has tried to work with
the Corps to take the necessary steps to construct the dam, action has been stalled
for several years.

T've heard from the water board that the Corps ought to be dealing with this issue
more expeditiously. Can you please give me an update what the Corps is doing—
if anything—to deal with the Maple River Dam situation?

Dr. Westphal. The Corps is working to conclude its environmental studies that are
required as part of the permitting process for the project. The permit applicant has
chosen the same site that was considered earlier by the Corps for a flood control
dam because it is the most effective location for such action. The site, however, is
rich in cultural history as indicated by approximately 60 site leads, archeological
sites and Indian village sites dating back hundreds of years. Because of this, there
is considerable interest by representatives of seven Tribes.

An effort was made to prepare a Programmatic Agreement (PA) setting forth how
resources would be dealt with in the future. Because some of the Tribes oppose the
project, we have been unable to develop a PA that is satisfactory to all. Therefore,
the Final Environmental Impact Statement (FEIS) will identify, in detail, the cul-
tural resources known in the area, their significance, expected effects of the pro-
posed project and its reasonable alternatives, and possible mitigation for those ef-
fects. Each of the seven interested tribes must be included in this process, as re-
quired by regulations; however, completion of the process does not rely on their par-
ticipation.

We expect that the coordination and impact analyses will take a minimum of 120
days. Subsequent to that, the FEIS will be prepared and mailed. This should occur
no later than August 20, 2000. A Record of Decision could be completed 30 days
later, but due to the intensive opposition by Tribes, additional resolution processes
are expected to occur with respect to the Section 106 compliance.

WILLISTON, NORTH DAKOTA

Question. The water transmission line that serves the city of Williston, ND, has
been damaged by the construction of the Garrison Dam. Much like the rising water
table that has resulted in the need for the purchase of flowage easements at the
Buford Trenton Irrigation District, the water transmission line is threatened by ris-
ing water tables. I've been advised that the Corps does not have authority to replace
this line ( despite the federal government’s clear responsibility to mitigate the nega-
tive consequences of the dam’s construction.

Can you please clarify if the Corps has the authority to replace the water trans-
mission line? If the Corps does not have this authority, please suggest authorizing
language that would enable the Corps to move forward with this construction.

Dr. Westphal. The Corps does not have the authority to replace the water trans-
mission line. The following proposed authorizing language is offered for your consid-
eration: The Secretary is directed to use up to %4,000,000 of the funds appropriated
herein to replace or relocate the municipal water transmission line owned by the
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City of Williston, North Dakota, and located adjacent to and running parallel to the
levee protecting the City.

Question. Last fall, my colleagues from North Dakota and I requested that the
Corps reprogram funds into the Section 33 account for the continuation of the Mis-
souri River Bank Stabilization study after funding for the cumulative Environ-
mental Impact Statement (EIS) was not included in the fiscal year 2000 Energy and
Water Development Appropriations bill. Because I think that this is one of our
state’s water management priorities, I am once again requesting money for this
project because it is a critical component of the process to develop a common vision
for the river across a variety of North Dakota interests.

Would you agree that this kind of analysis has the potential to address many
technical issues and provide a foundation for future policy decisions on bank sta-
bilization?

Dr. Westphal. Yes, I do agree. The potential for cumulative impacts from bank
stabilization works along the Missouri River has not been documented in a com-
prehensive study. The Section 33 cumulative impacts study presents an opportunity
to answer questions regarding the presence of bank stabilization structures in the
river. A geomorphologic study is being conducted, as funds become available, to
identify and address technical concerns and issues. The study will determine the ex-
isting physical condition of the river channel, project future channel conditions and
determine the impacts that additional bank stabilization may have on the alluvial
processes and channel formation. The information will be useful to help guide future
decisions regarding construction under the Section 33 program authority. It will also
be useful as the basis for recommending long-term strategies for the management
and protection of the Missouri River.
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OPENING REMARKS

Senator DOMENICI. We have Commissioner Eluid Martinez with
the Bureau of Reclamation, David Cottingham, Counselor to the
Assistant Secretary for Water and Science, Department of the Inte-
rior, and Program Director for the Utah Project Completion Act Of-
fice, J. Ronald Johnston.

Commissioner, we’re very pleased to have you and you’re going
to lead off. I think it’s only fair to say to you right at the onset,
we are very grateful and thankful for the job that you have done
as Commissioner. A lot of new twists and turns have entered the
playing field since you became Commissioner, and I think you have
stepped up to the batter’s box on most of them and have done an
excellent job and I thank you for that. I know in particular in New
Mexico on the water-short Pecos River Basin and the Rio Grande
Basin, you’'ve done an admirable job of trying to help sort out
things and get us through some difficult problems.

If you’ve been looking at the drought in New Mexico, which we
certainly have, I would like to report to you that about 40 percent
of the State got incredible snowfall overnight. I don’t know what
that means in terms of the total precipitation, but whatever we get
helps you in your job and helps all of us.

Your testimony will be made part of the record. If you could pro-
ceed to summarize it, we would be most appreciative.

STATEMENT OF ELUID L. MARTINEZ

Commissioner MARTINEZ. Mr. Chairman, I think the reason it’s
snowing and raining is probably because we showed up there last
week. At any rate, Mr. Chairman, please allow me to express my
sincere appreciation both to you and Senator Craig and to members
of the committee for the support you've provided me during my ten-
ure as Commissioner of Reclamation and to Reclamation in gen-
eral.

My appearance today in support of Reclamation’s budget will
most likely be my last before this subcommittee. My wife is looking
forward to returning to New Mexico at the end of this Administra-
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tion. Thank you for the opportunity to serve as Commissioner of
the Bureau of Reclamation.

I welcome the opportunity to appear today in support of the
President’s fiscal year 2001 budget for the Bureau of Reclamation,
which is a request for $801 million, a $33.1 million increase over
fiscal year 2000 appropriations. My statement has been submitted
for the hearing record and with your permission, I will summarize
that testimony.

Mr. Chairman, Reclamation’s 2000-2005 Strategic Plan identifies
three mission goals that are linked to Reclamation’s budget and are
the essence of what Reclamation is all about. These goals are to
manage, develop and protect water and related resources to help
meet the future needs of current and future generations; to oper-
ate, maintain and rehabilitate our facilities to provide projected
benefits flowing from those projects; and to ensure organizational
effectiveness.

PREPARED STATEMENT

Mr. Chairman, in keeping with your statement that you would
like to be out of here by 11:30 this morning, my statement has
been submitted for the record and I would be glad to answer any
questions you might have.

[The statement follows:]

PREPARED STATEMENT OF ELUID L. MARTINEZ

Thank you Mr. Chairman and members of the subcommittee. I welcome the op-
portunity to appear before you today to support the President’s fiscal year 2001
budget request of $801.0 million in new budget authority for the Bureau of Rec-
lamation. This includes $741.0 million for Reclamation’s programs and $60.0 million
for the California Bay-Delta Restoration activities.

MISSION

As I am sure you are aware, Reclamation’s mission is to manage, develop, and
protect water and related resources in an environmentally and economically sound
manner in the interest of the American public. The Bureau of Reclamation has been
developing and managing water and related resources in the Western United States
since 1902. Reclamation is today one of the largest suppliers and managers of water
in the 17 western states

Its facilities, which include reservoirs with the capacity to store 245 million acre-
feet of water, deliver water to one of every five western farmers to irrigate about
10 million acres of land and to over 31 million people for municipal, rural, and in-
dustrial uses.

Reclamation is the second largest producer of hydroelectric power in the nation.
Reclamation produces enough electricity to serve 6 million homes, and generates
nearly a billion dollars in annual power revenues.

The ingenuity and expertise Reclamation used in the 20th Century to plan and
construct dams, reservoirs and other water supply facilities is currently being used
for:

—Managing the dam safety program to minimize risks to the downstream public,

property, and natural resources,

—PFacilitating Reclamation’s operation and maintenance program to maximize

public benefits at the least cost,

—Developing partnerships with customers, states, and tribes,

—Finding ways to bring competing interests together to address water needs,

—Transferring title and operation of facilities to local beneficiaries,

—Establishing results-oriented business practices that will provide the most effec-

tive and efficient service to customers, partners, and employees,

—Placing greater emphasis on promoting the conservation, reclamation, and reuse

of existing water supplies,
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—Protecting and restoring fish and wildlife resources to ensure future reliability

of project water and power benefits.

The fiscal year 2001 President’s budget request continues to demonstrate the Ad-
ministration’s strong commitment to this mission.

Water resource projects developed by Reclamation continue to contribute to sus-
tained economic growth and an enhanced quality of life in the Western States. In
recent years, Reclamation has primarily moved from development to management
of these important resources. In cooperation with state, tribal, and local govern-
ments, along with other entities and the public at large, Reclamation develops solu-
tions for water resource issues—solutions that are consensus-based, cost effective,
and environmentally sound.

Although this infrastructure is sophisticated and has allowed significant develop-
ment of urban and agricultural areas, it is subject to and results in various stresses,
such as aging facilities, land use changes, agricultural commodity prices, changes
in domestic and international economies, instream flow needs for habitat protection,
and water rights settlements.

The future of the West’'s water supply infrastructure, including Reclamation
project facilities, must focus on maintaining and optimizing the utility of existing
facilities, keeping costs down, ensuring that public facilities fit more comfortably
into the natural environment, and demonstrating ingenuity in meeting needs in the
most efficient ways possible. While supply-oriented solutions should not be entirely
ruled out, innovative solutions, such as water conservation and wastewater recy-
cling, must be explored.

One of Reclamation’s strategies is to efficiently target its planning program to
search for contemporary solutions deserving of national, state, and/or local invest-
ment. Financial resource constraints facing the Nation require a commitment to ex-
pand the use of decision support tools, including benefit-cost and risk analyses, and
to choose only the most efficient and cost-effective solutions to the complex water
resource challenges that we face.

I would like to point out that every day we see immediate water resource needs
important to state, local and tribal partners. Many states are developing State
Water Plans, for instance, to address resource utilization and stewardship against
the backdrop of large population increases and the growing notion of sustainable de-
velopment.

Reclamation can assist in the systematic evaluations of existing and potential
water use within a river basin or subbasin to determine how present and future
needs can best be met.

WATER AND RELATED RESOURCES

The total request for projects and programs related to Water and Related Re-
sources is $674.2 million. This is partially offset by an undistributed reduction of
$31.1 million in anticipation of delays in construction schedules and other activities,
resulting in a net request of $643.1 million.

The fiscal year 2001 request provides a total of $288.9 million for facility oper-
ation, maintenance, and rehabilitation. Providing adequate funding for these activi-
ties continues to be one of Reclamation’s highest priorities. Reclamation staff is
working closely with water users and other stakeholders to ensure that available
funds are used effectively.

Facility operation, maintenance, and rehabilitation (OM&R) funds are used to
allow Reclamation to identify, plan, and implement, among other activities, dam
safety corrective actions and site security improvements. The fiscal year 2001 re-
quest includes $77.3 million for the Dam Safety Program to protect the downstream
public by ensuring the safety and reliability of Reclamation dams.

Reclamation plans to initiate safety of dams modifications at several facilities in
the near future, including Horsetooth Dam, Colorado; Clear Lake Dam, Oregon;
Pineview Dam, Utah; Salmon Lake Dam, Washington; Wickiup Dam, Oregon;
Grassy Lake Dam, Wyoming; Keechelus Dam, Washington; Deer Creek Dam, Utah;
and Warm Springs Dam, Oregon.

The Administration sent legislation (H.R. 3595) to the Congress to increase by
$380 million the authorized cost ceiling for the Reclamation Safety of Dams Act.
Current projections indicate there is sufficient authority to support the fiscal year
2001 budget request, but additional authority will be needed in fiscal year 2002 and
beyond.

Additionally OM&R funds allow Reclamation to ensure the reliability and oper-
ational readiness of dams, reservoirs, powerplants, and distribution systems while
also helping the timely and effective delivery of project benefits.
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The fiscal year 2001 request also includes a total of $385.3 million for resource
management and development activities. The request for these activities includes
funding for projects currently under construction, including the Central Arizona
Project, the Mni Wiconi Project in South Dakota and the Garrison Diversion Unit
in North Dakota, as well as for the recently enacted Rocky Boy’s Indian Water
Rights Settlement in Montana.

Resource management and development activities include funding for a number
of high priority activities that emphasize improved water management and environ-
mental compliance. In the area of environmental compliance, funds are requested
for endangered species conservation and recovery efforts in the Columbia /Snake
and other river basins, fish and wildlife and other work on California’s Central Val-
ley Project, and construction of a temperature control device at Glen Canyon Dam.
Funds requested for other projects, such as the Lower Colorado River Operations
Program and the Klamath Project, would meet objectives in both of these areas.

Funds for the Lower Colorado River Operations Program are used to implement
and accomplish the Secretary of the Interior’'s “Water Master” function for the lower
Colorado River area. This function includes ongoing negotiation, development, and
execution of water service contracts, determining consumptive use of Colorado River
water, identifying non-contract water users and completing appropriate environ-
mental and endangered species programs.

CENTRAL VALLEY PROJECT RESTORATION FUND

The fiscal year 2001 Reclamation budget includes a request for $38.4 million from
the Central Valley Project (CVP) Restoration Fund, which is the estimated level of
collections from project beneficiaries. The fiscal year 2001 request funds a wide vari-
ety of activities to restore fish and wildlife habitat and populations in California’s
Central Valley Project, including acquisition of water for anadromous fish and other
environmental purposes, providing long-term water deliveries to wildlife refuges, im-
plementation of the Anadromous Fish Restoration Plan, restoration of land to im-
prove wildlife habitat, conserve water and reduce drainage, and construction of fish
screens and other facilities.

The request is financed by CVP water and power users, including an estimated
$28.2 million in additional mitigation and restoration charges. The fiscal year 2001
budget contains a proposal that, in fiscal year 2001 and each year thereafter, the
full amount of these additional charges would be collected, and all revenues depos-
ited in the CVP Restoration Fund from this and other sources would be directly
available for expenditure.

CALIFORNIA BAY-DELTA RESTORATION

The fiscal year 2001 budget includes a request for $60.0 million for the Bay-Delta
Restoration program. While funding is requested in Reclamation’s budget, funds for
specific projects or programs will be transferred to participating Federal agencies
based on plans developed by CALFED. Reclamation manages most of these projects.

Over the past three years, CALFED, a consortium of Federal and State agencies,
has funded all or portions of some 240 ecosystem restoration projects and programs
f\{vitl& monies from the State of California, the Federal Government and stakeholder
unds.

These funds support an ecosystem restoration program of vast breadth and scope
with the ultimate goal of developing a long-term solution that addresses both envi-
ronmental and water management problems associated with the Bay-Delta system.

The fiscal year 2001 request includes $36.0 million to continue implementation of
the ecosystem restoration program initiated in 1998. Activities funded in this pro-
gram include improvements in fish screens and fish passage, restoration of habitat
in flood plains and marshes, and river channel changes. Funding is also requested
for improvements in instream flows, water quality and water temperature, as well
as improvements in fish management and hatchery operations. The program also
funds efforts to control introduced and undesirable species as well as monitoring,
permit coordination and other special support programs.

The request also includes $24.0 million for a broad variety of water management
activities in accordance with the CALFED Bay-Delta Program including: water use
efficiency, water transfers, integrated storage investigations and studies for Delta
conveyance.

The fiscal year 2001 budget contains a proposal extending the availability of fund-
ing authorized by the California Bay-Delta Environmental Enhancement Act
through 2003. This proposed extension would support continued Federal participa-
tion in the CALFED Bay-Delta ecosystem restoration activities to meet the commit-
ment of the State/Federal Cost Share Agreement. There is no increase in the
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amount of funds authorized, rather an extension of time in which funds may be ap-
propriated.

OTHER ACCOUNTS

The request for Policy and Administration (P&A) is $50.2 million. The purpose of
this appropriation is to support management and administration activities that are
not chargeable directly to a specific project or program. P&A supports all of Rec-
lamation’s centralized management functions, such as overall program and per-
sonnel policy management; budgetary policy formulation and execution; information
resources management; procurement, property and general services policy; and pub-
lic affairs activities. Since a significant portion of the funding for P&A supports sal-
aries and related costs, this account has been impacted significantly over the past
few years, as the funding level for P&A has remained constant while cost-of-living
increases associated with salaries and benefits have increased at a rate of 3 to 5
percent per year.

The request for the Loan Program in fiscal year 2001 is $9.4 million, and would
continue funding for three loans in California.

Permanent appropriations available in the Colorado River Dam Fund are esti-
mated to be $66.1 million in fiscal year 2001, and non-Federal contributions to Rec-
lamation’s Trust Funds are estimated to be $4.5 million.

CONCLUSION

This completes my statement. Please allow me to express my sincere appreciation
for the continued support that the Committee has provided Reclamation. I look for-
ward to working with the Committee to further our mutual goals of managing, de-
veloping, and protecting water and related resources. I would be happy to answer
any questions you may have at this time.

STATEMENT OF J. RONALD JOHNSTON

Senator DOMENICI. We won’t be out of here on time, but you're
certain that you’re comfortable with that?

Commissioner MARTINEZ. Yes, I'm comfortable with that, Mr.
Chairman.

Senator DOMENICI. Okay, let’s proceed now. Do we have some
other witnesses who are going to testify right now? Central Utah
Project, would you like to enter your statement as part of the
record and please comment for us?

PREPARED STATEMENT

Mr. JOHNSTON. Yes, I am pleased to be here today to represent
the President’s budget for implementation of the Central Utah
Project. I would appreciate my statement being entered for the
record and I think with that, I'll just answer any questions that
you might have.

[The statement follows:]

PREPARED STATEMENT OF J. RONALD JOHNSTON

I am pleased to be here today to present the President’s fiscal year 2001 budget
for implementation of the Central Utah Project Completion Act.

The Central Utah Project Completion Act, Titles II-VI of Public Law 102-575,
provides for completion of the Central Utah Project (CUP) by the Central Utah
Water Conservancy District. The Act also authorizes funding for fish, wildlife, and
recreation mitigation and conservation; establishes an Account in the U.S. Treasury
for the deposit of these and other funds; establishes the Utah Reclamation Mitiga-
tion and Conservation Commission to coordinate mitigation and conservation activi-
ties; and provides for the Ute Indian Rights Settlement.

The Act provides that the Secretary may not delegate his responsibilities under
the Act to the Bureau of Reclamation. As a result, the Department has established
a program coordination office in Provo, Utah, that reports to the Assistant Sec-
retary, Water and Science, and that provides oversight, review, and liaison with the
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District, the Commission, and the Ute Indian Tribe, and assists in administering
the responsibilities of the Secretary under the Act.

The fiscal year 2001 request for the Central Utah Project Completion Account pro-
vides $39.9 million for use by the District, the Commission, and the Department to
implement Titles II-IV of the Act, an increase of $0.7 million over the fiscal year
2000 enacted level. The request includes $19.1 million for the District to continue
construction on the remaining segments of the Diamond Fork System; to implement
approved water conservation and water management improvement projects; and to
continue development of planning and NEPA documents on facilities to deliver
water in the Utah Lake drainage basin.

The funds requested for transfer to the Mitigation Commission will be used in im-
plementing the fish, wildlife, and recreation mitigation and conservation projects au-
thorized in Title III ($12.8 million); and in completing mitigation measures com-
mitted to in pre-1992 Bureau of Reclamation planning documents ($1.4 million).
Title III activities funded in fiscal year 2001 include the Provo River Restoration
Project; acquisition of habitat, access, and water rights in other key watersheds; and
fish hatchery improvements.

Finally, the request includes funds for the Federal contribution to the principal
of the Utah Reclamation Mitigation and Conservation Account ($5.0 million); for
mitigation and conservation projects outside the State of Utah ($0.4 million); and
for program administration ($1.3 million).

In addition to this request, the Bureau of Indian Affairs’ budget includes $24.9
million for the Ute Indian Rights Settlement; and $5.0 million is included in the
Western Area Power Administration budget for its contribution to the Utah Rec-
lamation Mitigation and Conservation Account.

This concludes my prepared statement. I would be pleased to answer any ques-
tions you may have at this time.

Senator DOMENICI. Thank you so much. We will certainly be in-
terested in the statement. Is that the extent of the witnesses?
You're here in support?

Mr. COTTINGHAM. Yes, sir.

Senator DOMENICI. Senator Craig, do you have any questions?

Senator CRAIG. I do have one question.

Senator DOMENICI. Could you chair for just a moment and I will
be right back.

IDAHO INVESTIGATIONS

Senator CRAIG. Thank you very much, Mr. Chairman, and Com-
missioner Martinez, let me also echo the comments of the chairman
and the opportunity we’ve had to work with you and the initiatives
you’ve taken, the kind of support you have given us and, in like
turn, we’ve been able to provide you. It’s been a positive working
relationship and we thank you for that.

I have one question in your fiscal year 2001 budget that I would
like to visit with you about and that is a passback from OMB. I
understand that the Pacific Northwest Region’s budget was about
$72 million, mostly O&M, and OMB cut that by about $7.9 million.
The Idaho investigation program was cut approximately in half to
about $248,000, while others such as Oregon investigations took no
cuts. The Idaho investigations were listed as new. I understand
these are not new.

Could you explain here for the record what these investigations
are and why Idaho took what I think is a disproportionate cut?

Commissioner MARTINEZ. Mr. Chairman, if, in fact, Idaho took a
50 percent cut, that was not the intent and should not be the in-
tent of the Bureau of Reclamation. I believe that most of that cut
came from a Fort Hall Reservation study. I will provide you the in-
formation for the record. If this program needs additional re-
sources, I will look to see if some re-programming capability exists.
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[The information follows:]

IDAHO INVESTIGATIONS

Following the lead of Congress in recent years, the OMB “passback” on the fiscal
year 2001 budget did include a reduction in new study activities, but the decision
on which study activities to cut was made by Reclamation. As a result of requests
from the Department and from OMB to provide additional data on work being per-
formed under the statewide investigation programs, Reclamation’s Pacific Northwest
Region revised its program narratives for the fiscal year 2001 budget submission.
Activities begun under existing line items in prior years were separated from those
line items and described as their own line item activity in greater detail. These sep-
arated items were then “deemed” to be new starts since they had not appeared in
any previous budget submission from the region. As a result, funding for these
items was eventually cut from the fiscal year 2001 request.

FORT HALL INDIAN RESERVATION GROUNDWATER CONTAMINATION

Senator CRAIG. Well, let us look at the Fort Hall situation. I need
to know the specifics of that. And I say that, Commissioner, be-
cause we've had a very substantial underground water contamina-
tion problem at Fort Hall and I'm not sure that you all were in-
volved in that. And if you were, is that where these resources are
now being taken from? So let us examine that with you. But I see
that overall as disproportionate, and if there is a better explanation
that you can provide us, we'll look for it.

Commissioner MARTINEZ. Senator, I'll provide that for the record.
Based on my understanding the major part of the cut was for that
one program. However, I'll provide you a detailed response. And if
it is something that is needed in Idaho, I look forward to working
with you to make sure we get that done.

Senator CRAIG. Thank you. Mr. Chairman, that’s the only ques-
tion I have. Thank you.

[The information follows:]

ForT HALL

Fort Hall is a special study and has not been part of the Idaho Investigations Pro-
gram. Although the Fort Hall study was not included in the President’s request for
fiscal year 1999, the Senate report accompanying the fiscal year 1999 appropriations
bill contained a directive to use $200,000 of available funds to begin a feasibility
study to address the serious dangers of ground water contamination at the Fort Hall
Indian Reservation in Idaho. The Congress added $250,000 to continue the study
into Reclamation’s fiscal year 2000 budget. The Congressional funding came after
the Department had reviewed Reclamation’s fiscal year 2001 budget request, so
funding was not requested for the Fort Hall project.

DROUGHT SITUATION IN THE WEST

Senator DOMENICI. Thank you very much. Thank you for attend-
ing. I appreciate it very much.

I want to ask a few questions with reference to the drought and
the anticipation of drought damages. Let me start by saying Con-
gress provided you with $3 million and associated legislative lan-
guage for funding provided under drought emergency assistance
program. The law provided primarily for leasing of water in compli-
ance with State water laws and that purchase be approved by the
State in question.

What is the current situation and evaluation with reference to
droughts in the West and has it changed appreciably over the last
year?
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Commissioner MARTINEZ. Mr. Chairman, my information indi-
cates that currently Arizona, New Mexico, Texas, southern Cali-
fornia and Hawaii are experiencing drought conditions. There are
emergency declarations either in place or expected in the near fu-
ture. Many areas of the Southwest are in worse condition than they
were a year ago. With respect to New Mexico, conditions of antici-
pated runoff are approximately what they were last year, which is
about 40 to 50 percent of average.

Last year, luckily it started raining. As you know, it rained all
summer. If we don’t have that same scenario, we’re going to have
a drastic situation in terms of drought in the American Southwest.

With respect to Reclamation projects, the storage carryover in
our reservoirs is sufficient to provide water to those project bene-
ficiaries for the next couple of years. The purpose of these res-
ervoirs is to provide that carryover capability.

But with respect to the small irrigation ditches and the acequias
in New Mexico, they’re going to have some difficult times this sum-
mer.

Of the $3 million that the Congress provided last year for fiscal
year 2000 for the budget, we have $2.3 million which is still
unallocated. But based on the projections, we will probably not
have any carryover money into the next year.

We have identified in our budget this year a request for
$500,000. We honestly believe that the demand might be some-
where between 2 to 3 million additional dollars. Part of that is be-
cause, as you know, the National Drought Policy Commission is ex-
pected to send its report to Congress this June. As a result of the
activities on the Drought Policy Commission, many more people
will become familiar with our program and are going to be asking
for more additional money.

DROUGHT AUTHORITY LANGUAGE

There is one issue I need to bring to the Committee’s attention.
In the past, the Bureau of Reclamation has provided assistance to
States and tribes to help them compile their drought contingency
plans. The Bureau of Reclamation had been interpreting Public
Law 102-250, which is the law that gives us authority to work on
drought issues. Title 2 of that Act allows the Bureau of Reclama-
tion to assist States and tribes with resources so they can do their
drought contingency plans. The Bureau of Reclamation had been
interpreting that language to mean that we could provide financial
grants to the States and the tribes, as well as technical assistance.

My attorneys tell me that they interpret the language to mean
that we have no authority to provide money, only technical assist-
ance. I would like to get the language corrected if the intent of
Congress is to not only provide technical assistance but also finan-
cial grants to States and tribes to help them do their planning.

A long answer to a short question.

Senator DOMENICI. Well, I appreciate your frankness. I can’t
imagine with what’s happening out there that we ought to take the
risk that we have sufficient monies with the money that hasn’t
been spent, plus a half a million. I think we better put a little more
in that fund and I appreciate your suggesting $2 to $3 million. I



81

don’t think we’ll have any trouble getting support for that because
those of us who come from arid States know what happens.

People don’t understand, if we have a drought, individual water
wells that serve a home in a rural part of the State might go dry.
If that happened as a result of a serious problem in a city, we
would be helping with their water system. If it went out because
of a great flood, we would help pay for the infrastructure and the
like. We have to try to understand what are the kinds of things
that might happen and make sure you have authority, or somebody
does. So I would like to just ask two or three questions.

DROUGHT EMERGENCY AUTHORITIES

Could you explain what the emergency authorities are and which
are available to the Bureau of Reclamation to mitigate the impact?

Commissioner MARTINEZ. I would be delighted to provide you a
detailed response for the record, but basically the National Drought
Policy Commission to date has identified the fact that the authority
that Congress has provided the Bureau of Reclamation under Pub-
lic Law 102-250 is really the only authority a Federal agency has
been given by Congress to react to drought situations.

The Act basically provides authority to the Secretary of Interior
to do two things: To assist States and tribes and governmental en-
tities to do drought contingency plans, and then to provide finan-
cial assistance during droughts so the Secretary can drill wells, lay
temporary pipelines and redirect water from Bureau of Reclama-
tion projects.

[The information follows:]

DROUGHT EMERGENCY AUTHORITY

Emergency drought assistance is provided through Public Law 102-250, Title I.
This assistance is provided only in those instances where a Governor of a State or
a tribal leader has made a request for temporary drought assistance and we have
determined that such temporary assistance is merited.

Mitigation is defined in recent drought-related literature as an essential, proactive
element of drought preparedness which can reduce the overall need for and cost of
drought response. In terms of mitigation efforts, Reclamation has the authority to
undertake these efforts through programs such as water conservation or wastewater
reuse. However, the ability to implement these mitigation efforts depends upon the
criteria for eligibility for those programs as well as funding provided for those activi-
ties.

DROUGHT POLICY COMMISSION REPORT

I need to again state that the National Drought Policy Commis-
sion report, which is anticipated to be transmitted to Congress in
June, will define what the Federal agencies have in terms of au-
thority and responsibility in these areas.

Senator DOMENICI. Won’t they also recommend what they think
we should have?

Commissioner MARTINEZ. That’s the intent. It will have rec-
ommendations regarding congressional actions as well as adminis-
trative actions.

Senator DOMENICI. Well, I want to say I was privileged to draft
that legislation. I got a lot of support here and then the House
quickly joined and it took the Administration a year to get that
commission going, but I attended the first meeting. You were there.



82

There certainly is sufficient power by the people to make a strong
recommendation.

You’re a member and I assume that so far, knowing the kinds
of problems that you’re confronted with in the event of a drought,
do you believe that the recommendations are going to be suffi-
ciently positive that we might consider them something we should
do?

Commissioner MARTINEZ. Yes, Mr. Chairman. That is part of the
discussions that are taking place amongst the commissioners. We
feel that in order for that report to be effective, we need to make
some concrete recommendations. Therefore, the report will rec-
ommend action that the Administration can take immediately, and
then we’ll also make recommendations regarding what Congress
might do in terms of authorizations and funding for down-the-road
type issues.

DESALINIZATION RESEARCH

Senator DOMENICI. I'm going to come back to the Pecos River and
the Rio Grande in my State, but I would like to talk a minute
about desalinization research. Somehow or another desalinization
has ended up in your packet of areas where you were expected to
do something. How is the desalinization program within the Bu-
reau in your opinion addressing critical issues regarding making
desalinization competitive?

Commissioner MARTINEZ. Mr. Chairman, if you recall, last year
we had basically the same discussion, and we provided a rather de-
tailed answer for the record. The Bureau of Reclamation histori-
cally has been involved in the application of existing technology to
try to provide desalinization needs across the Reclamation States.

We work with the Department of the Army, and we also work
overseas, especially in Saudi Arabia, to help with desalinization.
The state of the art is a question of economics. My understanding
is that over the last 10 years, the cost of desalinization has gotten
down to where it’s becoming a more viable option.

Based on the figures that I have before me, you can now treat
brackish water for about a dollar per thousand gallons and sea-
water from about $2 to $5 per thousand gallons, and that’s becom-
ing competitive.

Our budget includes two requests. One is to fund at $1.2 million
our continuing efforts to apply the technology that is flowing from
research and $300,000 to do research working with academia and
the private sector. That goes back to the legislation introduced by
Senator Simon, I believe.

We divided the request in our budget into two components. In
the past we had merged them both together, the application and
the research. This year we have $1.2 million for application and
$300,000 for research. I realize that Senator Reid’s concern last
year was that we were not putting enough money into the research
component. I understand that. It’s just a question of economics.

I believe our program is effective. We went back and revisited
our program. We work with a committee made up of folks from the
universities and the private sector who review the research pro-
posals. We have funded a significant number of proposals, although
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not as many as we would wish. We hope to continue to work in the
research area as well as the application area.

Senator DOMENICI. We understand that overall within the Fed-
eral Government, we’re spending about $10 million annually for de-
salinization. Your program is about $1.5 million. The rest is pri-
marily within the Department of Defense. Now, is there any coordi-
nation between what the Defense Department does with the $8.5
million I assume they have and the Bureau of Reclamation?

Commissioner MARTINEZ. Yes, it’s my understanding, and I re-
viewed the response we provided last year for the record, that there
is a committee that is involved with Federal agencies that coordi-
nates their efforts. I'll provide additional information for the record.

[The information follows:]

DESALINATION COORDINATION

As stated last year, the Bureau of Reclamation has a unique role among the Fed-
eral agencies in desalination research, development, and demonstration. Other
agencies use and adapt desalination technologies to meet mission specific needs.
Many years ago it was generally recognized that a potential existed within the Fed-
eral Government for duplication of research efforts. As a result, the Bureau of Rec-
lamation and the U.S. Army Tank-Automotive Research, Development, and Engi-
neering Center created the Interagency Consortium for Desalination and Membrane
Separation Research in 1992. Since that time, the Consortium, including other Fed-
eral agencies, has met yearly to discuss individual projects being carried out by the
agencies and the future directions of their programs. The most recent meeting was
held March 21—22, 2000.

The Consortium members work together to establish a communications network
that has the following benefits: Prevent Federal duplication of efforts, Pool limited
Federal research funding and other resources to obtain common goals, Identify fu-
ture research needs, and Allow for discussion of new technologies with other experts
in the field.

For example, over the past year, the Army has continued to work with Reclama-
tion and the Navy in its procurement of new desalting devices. Reclamation, the
Army, and the National Institute of Standards and Technology (NIST) have contin-
ued to collaborate in membrane fouling research. The Army and Reclamation con-
tinue to develop a new chlorine resistant membrane with tests at the Yuma Water
Quality Improvement Center (WQIC) in Yuma, Arizona, the Navy’s seawater test
facility in California, and Water Factory 21 in Orange County, California. One of
the Defense Advanced Projects Agency’s research contractors is using Reclamation’s
WQIC for their testing. The Army and Reclamation work together on the Industrial
Advisory Board for the National Science Foundation’s Membranes and Applied Sep-
arations Technology Center at the University of Colorado. Reclamation participated
in the most recent program review of the Office of Naval Research’s membrane pro-
gram. Reclamation is co-chair with NIST and the University of Colorado for the
North American Membrane Society (NAMS) meeting in May. We will also be pro-
viding a hands-on workshop with membrane test equipment in our Denver labora-
tories for the NAMS conference attendees. Reclamation is coordinating and sup-
porting a consortium of membrane producers and users in the development of
ultrafiltration characterization techniques by NIST.

DESALINIZATION COSTS

Senator DOMENICI. I wonder, when you mentioned the costs,
which it’s been obvious forever, since I first came to the Senate, we
had a desalinization program going on in Roswell, New Mexico.
You might recall that when you were there. It was so prohibitive
in terms of cost differential that we stopped it. But I imagine with
Israel and others working on it, that we have done better.

Who would be the science and economic expert that we might ask
regarding your assessment that you gave us here today of the $2
to $5 cost and the relevance of that in terms of competitiveness?
Do you have an expert?
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Commissioner MARTINEZ. Yes, we will provide that information
for the record.

Senator DOMENICI. Could you have the expert provide us a nar-
rative of what’s going on and what they think the next steps are
in moving in this area?

Commissioner MARTINEZ. We’ll do that for the record.

[The information follows:]

DESALINATION EXPERTISE

We have an expert, Kevin Price in our Denver office, and a staff that supports
the desalination program. Competitiveness is determined through the comparison of
actual costs of alternative supplies of water determined by a specific community and
actual desalination costs. Actual desalination costs are obtained through published
information, which has given the cost at the seawater plants at Tampa Bay at $2.09
per thousand gallons, Trinidad at $3.21 per thousand gallons, and Larnaca, Cyprus
at $3.30 per thousand gallons. We also obtain current cost data through the commu-
nication and coordination with experts within the desalination industry and through
professional organizations such as the American Desalting Association (ADA). We
have jointly developed, validated, and are selling a cost model with the ADA. This
model was created with the assistance of the National Institute of Standards and
Technology and ADA desalting experts. It currently focuses on brackish and sea-
water desalination with membranes; future work will add electrodialysis. ADA is
currently negotiating with the International Desalination Association for support to
include the costs of thermal desalting technologies.

DESALINATION-NEXT STEPS

The status of desalination today is that there are commercially available proc-
esses, reverse osmosis, nanofiltration, distillation and electrodialysis, which the po-
tential user of desalination can select depending on the particular requirements.
The Desalting Plant Survey conducted for the International Desalting Association
indicates that there were approximately 12,000 desalting plants worldwide at the
end of 1997.

Federal funding of desalination research began in 1954 with the creation of the
Office of Saline Water and largely ended when the Office of Water Research and
Technology closed its doors in 1982. Also in 1982 with the end of Federal funding,
a significant patent was issued for a specific type of very efficient membranes. That
patent, which was ultimately owned by the Department of the Interior, remains as
the basis of today’s commercial desalination membrane market.

While significant progress has been made in applying cost-effective desalination
technologies, they remain too expensive an option for the majority of small commu-
nities in the United States. Specifically, further work is needed to reduce the costs
related to the clogging or fouling of membranes, and work is need to find environ-
mentally friendly ways of byproduct or concentrate disposal

While the issues of membrane fouling and concentrate disposal have a high pri-
ority, other issues have also been identified by the Desalination Research and Devel-
opment Program’s constituents. They are:

—development of membranes with increased resistance to chlorine,

—development of techniques to reduce surface fouling,

—development of ion- or component-specific membranes for reverse osmosis,

electrodialysis or other membrane-based processes,

—increased rates of mass transfer at membrane surfaces,

—development of “leak-proof” recycling treatment technologies for potable reuse,

—standardized membrane integrity tests,

—improved predictive measurements for accurate modeling,

—support and development of innovative processes,

—evaluation of economic and environmental benefits of recovering the byproducts

of desalting processes,

—development of more energy efficient systems,

—development of accurate cost models,

—development of non-conventional concentrate disposal methods,

—development of methods to cost effectively recover by-products,

—testing and demonstration to assist in the development of public health and en-

vironmental regulations,

—development of tools and resources for planners and engineers.
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As progress continues to be made through the research planned in the identified
areas, the effectiveness and efficiency of desalination processes are expected to im-
prove. Supporting research funding is essential to achieve these objectives in order
to produce more affordable desalinated water supplies that can help meet the na-
tion’s current and future potable, industrial, and environmental water supply needs.

ENDANGERED SPECIES RECOVERY

Senator DOMENICI. I appreciate it. I have questions regarding the
Carlsbad project with reference to fish and wildlife, but I'll submit
it to you for your answers and also one with reference to the en-
dangered species recovery and implementation of that program and
your efforts to comply with the so-called biological opinions.

Would you care to just generally comment with reference to those
two—that situation, please?

Commissioner MARTINEZ. Yes, Mr. Chairman. Thank you for
your assistance over the years on this issue. Generally what we're
doing is working with the State of New Mexico on the Rio Grande
and the Pecos River to look at long-term operations of the Bureau
of Reclamation projects and the Corps of Engineers projects as ap-
propriate. Both of these are underway. The final EISs are a few
years down the road.

RIO GRANDE INITIATIVE

But we continue to work with the stakeholders, especially on the
Rio Grande. There is a new initiative to put together a conserva-
tion plan agreeable to the State as well as the Corps of Engineers,
the Bureau of Reclamation and the business community.

The Bureau has taken the lead working with the agencies and
the State to coordinate this initiative to maximize the benefits of
these projects, at the same time dealing with endangered species
issues.

I hope that by this time next year we will have a plan in place
that will address some of your concerns about bringing all the par-
ties together and making sure that we don’t have duplicate pro-
grams in place.

Senator DOMENICI. And that the stakeholders are really talking
to each other with reference to having to accommodate somewhat
to differing views. Could I ask you, what is the name of the entity
that you just described so that I am working with the right one?
They were in my office the other day and I assume that’s the group
that you’re talking about.

Commissioner MARTINEZ. On the Rio Grande?

Senator DOMENICI. Yes.

Commissioner MARTINEZ. If not, I'll provide it. I'll provide it for
the record.

Senator DOMENICI. We think it’s the ESA work group and middle
Rio Grande restoration initiative.

Commissioner MARTINEZ. That is the group, but the habitat con-
servation plan has about six signatories. I'll provide that informa-
tion for the record.

[The information follows:]

ESA WORKGROUP

You were correct that the group is called the ESA Working Group. They formu-
lated the Habitat Conservation Plan with seven signatories, including the Bureau
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of Reclamation, the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Serv-
ice, the New Mexico Interstate Stream Commission, the Attorney General of New
Mexico, the New Mexico Department of Game and Fish, and the Middle Rio Grande
Conservancy District.

FEDERAL GOVERNMENT’S ROLE

Senator DOMENICI. I want to state for the record that with ref-
erence to the Rio Grande and the Pecos, I know a little bit more
about the Rio Grande, having been born and raised right there. But
ultimately, you know, I'm not at all bashful about thinking that the
Federal Government might have to come up with some money in
the end with reference to an appropriate habitat. The problem is
we don’t know what to do yet. And I assume when you speak of
maybe next year we'll be ready to have a unified effort, you would
also be addressing what is the Federal Government’s role if we
have to provide for the endangered species, what should the Fed-
eral Government be doing. Would that part of what’s being dis-
cussed?

Commissioner MARTINEZ. Yes, Mr. Chairman. I think the founda-
tions are what the Federal Government is doing. On the Rio
Grande there was a big debate, as you're aware, as to whether the
Secretary of the Interior was going to release water from the up-
stream reservoirs just by his own action. The position of the Bu-
reau of Reclamation and the Secretary basically is that we will not
be releasing water unilaterally from reservoirs across the West. We
will be trying to work with Congress or to seek appropriations to
acquire water rights under existing State law to address some of
these concerns, keeping in mind that the different stakeholders
also have to bring something to the table. It’s not an entire feder-
ally financed project. But if you look at our budget we have money
for these kinds of acquisitions. We have a budget request on the
Rio Grande and on the Pecos River, and of course, we’ve been leas-
ing water on the Columbia/Snake River system to the extent of
427,000 acre feet since 1996.

That generally is the direction where we’re heading. I will make
sure that a report to the Committee on these issues is provided for
the record.

[The information follows:]

ENDANGERED SPECIES/WATER ACQUISITION

Reclamation supports the goals and requirements of the Endangered Species Act
to conserve threatened and endangered species and avoid actions that might jeop-
ardize the continued existence of these species or destroy their critical habitat.

In regards to conservation, our policy is to participate in the development and im-
plementation of recovery plans for listed species that are affected by Reclamation’s
projects and actions or where resources under our control are identified in a recov-
ery plan. We also undertake conservation actions to avoid future listings of species.
In determining what conservation actions are appropriate for implementation, we
consider such things as: species’ needs, impacts and benefits to species, funding
availability and priorities, costs, authorities, local support, technical feasibility,
availability of agency resources, impacts on Indian Trust Assets and the availability
of cost-sharing partners. We support using a multi-species/ecosystem approach,
where possible, and involving stakeholders from the public and private sectors in
developing and implementing conservation plans. Some of the conservation pro-
grams that we are presently engaged in are: the Upper Colorado River Recovery Im-
plementation Program, the Platte River Recovery Implementation Program, the
Lower Colorado River Multi-Species Conservation Program, and the Central Valley
Project Improvement Act implementation. Conservation activities may involve in-
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creasing in-stream flows through changes in dam operations and acquisition of
water through lease or purchase; and acquiring lands for habitat restoration and
protection.

We involve the Fish and Wildlife Service and National Marine Fisheries Service
early in project planning or in decisions involving existing operations to determine
effects on any threatened or endangered species. For formal consultations, we work
with the Services in preparing Biological Assessments, Biological Opinions and Rea-
sonable and Prudent Alternatives that are technically and economically feasible.

RIO GRANDE RESTORATION

Senator DOMENICI. I thank you very much for the way you have
attempted to work as an intermediary and to be unbiased and
even-handed and to recognize that the State has a genuine interest
as you have been doing is really gratifying to this Senator and I
commend you for it.

I will begin very shortly furthering my involvement with ESA
Working Group and the Rio Grande Restoration Initiative. They've
been in my office. I've discussed with them; in fact, we have to all
get together and start talking about where we end up. If you think
they are a good, workmanlike group, I appreciate that sort of ad-
vice and I will begin to work more diligently with them.

Commissioner MARTINEZ. Mr. Chairman, I look forward to work-
ing with you down the road as a fellow New Mexican, and I am
personally interested in these issues. These issues affect not only
the Rio Grande stream system, but they’re common to every stream
system across the West. If we don’t come to grips with them, we
are going to be in constant litigation and causing fractionalization
among different stakeholders across the West.

ADDITIONAL COMMITTEE QUESTIONS

Senator DOMENICI. Thank you all very much. The questions will
be submitted and whenever you can get them answered, we would
appreciate it.

[The following questions were not asked at the hearing, but were
submitted to the Department for response subsequent to the hear-
ing:]

QUESTIONS SUBMITTED BY SENATOR PETE V. DOMENICI
DESALINATION

Question. Mr. Commissioner, what is the state of desalination technology today?

Answer. The status of desalination today is that there are commercially available
processes, such as reverse osmosis, nanofiltration, distillation and electrodialysis,
which the potential user of desalination can select depending on the particular re-
quirements. The Desalting Plant Survey conducted for the International Desalting
Association indicates that there were approximately 12,000 desalting plants world-
wide at the end of 1997.

Federal funding of desalination research began in 1954 with the creation of the
Office of Saline Water and decreased substantially when the Office of Water Re-
search and Technology, or OWRT, closed its doors in 1982. Also in 1982 as a result
of OWRT’s work, a significant patent was issued for a specific type of very efficient
membranes. That patent, which was ultimately owned by the Department of the In-
terior, remains as the basis of today’s commercial desalination membrane market.

While significant progress has been made in cost effectively applying desalination
technologies, they remain too expensive an option for the majority of small commu-
nities in the United States. Specifically, further work is needed in the public or pri-
vate sector to reduce the costs related to the clogging or fouling of membranes, and
\(zivork is1 needed to find environmentally friendly ways of byproduct or concentrate

isposal.
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Question. What kinds of research must be undertaken in order to make desalina-
tion competitive?

Answer. There are two types of research that could be undertaken: basic and ap-
plied. Basic research tends to be expensive and long-term, while applied research
tends to be incremental, with shorter-term payoffs. Our current approach in the Bu-
reau of Reclamation’s Desalination Research and Development Program is to use
the funding available primarily to support applied research projects from bench-
scale to pilot-scale to demonstration.

When determining whether or not desalination costs are competitive, desalination
costs must compare favorably with fresh water costs. In the past, fresh water
sources were much less expensive than desalination. But today, in many cases,
there are no good alternatives. Fresh water sources are in many cases over-allo-
cated. Desalination could provide an opportunity to increase the total water supply
by purifying impaired waters.

Question. What are the key issues that must be addressed?

Answer. While the issues of membrane fouling and concentrate disposal have a
high priority, other issues have also been identified by the Desalination Research
and Development Program’s constituents. They are:

—development of membranes with increased resistance to chlorine,

—development of ion- or component-specific membranes for reverse osmosis,

electrodialysis or other membrane-based processes,

—increased rates of mass transfer at membrane surfaces,

—development of “leak-proof” recycling treatment technologies for potable reuse,

—standardized membrane integrity tests,

—improved predictive measurements for accurate modeling,

—support and development of innovative processes,

—evaluation of economic and environmental benefits of recovering the byproducts

of desalting processes,

—development of more energy efficient systems,

—development of accurate cost models,

—development of non-conventional concentrate disposal methods,

—development of methods to cost-effectively recover by-products,

—testing and demonstration to assist in the development of public health and en-

vironmental regulations,

—development of tools and resources for planners and engineers.

Question. How is the Desalination Program within the Bureau of Reclamation ad-
dressing the critical issues?

Answer. The critical issues are addressed first through communication and plan-
ning with the potential users of the technology, e.g. utilities, water management
agencies, regulators, equipment suppliers, associations, engineering firms, nonprofit
research organizations, and the academic community. From the extensive sugges-
tions of the potential users, research investigations, pilot plants, and demonstration
projects are developed with priorities matched to a budget. The priority areas are
advertised and contracted through a competitive process to qualified researchers.
Upon completion of the work, it is disseminated through conferences, workshops, re-
ports, patents, electronic media, and electronic files available from the Desalination
Research and Development Program’s website. On a regular basis, the Desalination
Research and Development Program is reviewed by outside evaluators and the re-
search is reprioritized.

Question. Is there a research “Road-map” in place to focus available funding on
the most critical issues?

Answer. The Desalination Research and Development Program’s research road-
map is determined through the input of two committees, the Steering Committee
and the Technical Review Committee. Both of these committees assist in the imple-
mentation of the research process. The Steering Committee is comprised of six non-
Reclamation individuals from various desalination constituencies and is chaired by
Reclamation’s Director of Research. It is responsible for assisting in developing the
strategic plan and vision, recognizing unexplored opportunities and assuring the De-
salination Research and Development Program meets the intent of Congress. The
Technical Review Committee is made up of five highly qualified experts from out-
side of Reclamation. They make recommendations concerning the research goals and
objectives, as well as assisting in the development of research priorities, or road-
map. The committees are new for fiscal year 2000. We will have the first Steering
Committee meeting April 10, 2000.

The current road-map concentrates funding into five emphasis areas. They were
established through extensive input from seven workshops with constituents held
between 1989 and 1997. The five emphasis areas are membranes, especially fouling
issues, and increased efficiencies; concentrate disposal for inland and coastal plants;
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innovative concepts, especially reduced costs for small systems; demonstration, espe-
cially for broad regulatory approval and for testing of laboratory/pilot successes; and
technology transfer. Currently, Reclamation is partnered with the American Water
Works Association Research Foundation (AWWARF) to bring together in July rep-
resentatives of the membrane industry, academia, design engineering companies,
utilities, and regulatory agencies in order to develop a detailed, prioritized list of
projects for desalting and water filtration membranes. This list will guide the De-
salination Research and Development Program in desalting membrane research and
guide AWWARF investments in water filtration membrane research.

Question. Could you give the Committee an idea of the comparative costs between
desalinated water and the next lowest alternative?

Answer. Costs for various alternative water supplies vary widely site-to-site. This
is difficult to provide an across the board response. The next lowest cost alternative
to desalination may be conservation, reallocation of existing resources, or water
reuse. Last year, San Diego, California, estimated costs for their limited options to
increase water supply as: water transfer costs of $0.84-$1.33 per 1000 gallons, ma-
rine transport costs of $1.58 per 1000 gallons, reclaimed water for industry of $2.22
per 1000 gallons. These options are all available on a limited scale, whereas some
form of desalination is available on a more widespread basis. A general rule of
thumb is that brackish water desalination costs about $1 per 1000 gallons and sea-
water desalination costs between $3 and $4 per 1000 gallons.

Question. Are there any unusual factors in the Tampa, Florida desalination
project that would skew comparisons with that project?

Answer. The Tampa Bay Project will produce water for approximately $2.08 per
thousand gallons. The unusual factor in this project is its low cost. Factors in the
project that affect the water production cost include sharing infrastructure with the
adjacent power plant, a favorable electric power cost, feed water warmed by a few
degrees, and a feed salinity about 80 percent of that of normal seawater. These fac-
tors would tend to skew comparisons with other facilities.

Question. Under what conditions do you see desalination being feasible for a rural
community or small town in an interior location?

Answer. Desalination is used in a number of small communities in the interior,
like Buckeye, Arizona, and Las Animas, Colorado, which had no alternative but to
desalinate locally available brackish waters. The primary condition that leads to
this is the lack of a good water supplies nearby. Decreased desalination costs will
make good quality water available for many more such communities.

Question. Why does the budget justification material separate out the Desalina-
tion R&D activities from Advanced Water Treatment Desalination?

Answer. The two programs were separated because they represent the needs of
two different constituencies. It became apparent during an external program Peer
Review in 1998, that the Desalination Research and Development Program was na-
tional in scope and should not be used primarily to support research within the
agency. The Advanced Water Treatment Program is comprised of research and tech-
nology development to specifically address Reclamation’s water treatment needs
such as rural and Native American water treatment, treatment of irrigation returns,
treatment of impaired waters, salinity control through treatment, water reuse, and
increasing water supplies with treatment technologies.

Question. How are these two programs different?

Answer. The Desalination Research and Development Program is authorized by
the Desalination Act of 1996 and focuses on water purification and technology devel-
opment. The Secretary of the Interior is designated as the responsible official in this
Act, and Reclamation serves as his steward for implementing this national program.
The Desalination Research and Development Program serves as a catalyst in accel-
erating the reduction in cost of desalination technologies through cost-shared, com-
petitive, cooperative agreements. The Advanced Water Treatment Program focuses
on Reclamation’s needs, using Reclamation’s researchers to develop and apply new
water treatment technologies that benefit Reclamation projects. The program may
use desalination technologies created by the Desalination Research and Develop-
ment Program. The Advanced Water Treatment Program is carried out under Rec-
lamation’s Science and Technology Program using Reclamation’s general research
authority. Water treatment is undergoing a technological revolution, which is being
driven by more stringent drinking water and environmental regulations and an in-
creased need for water. Reclamation must meet these regulations and work to de-
velop additional supplies of water.

. Qgtestion. Why isn’t there a greater non-Federal contribution to this research ef-
ort?

Answer. The Desalination Act of 1996, Public Law 104-298, requires that the
Federal cost share not exceed 50 percent. Further, it provides that a Federal con-
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tribution in excess of 25 percent may not be made unless the project is determined
to not be feasible without such increased Federal contribution. Up to $1,000,000 in
each fiscal year may be awarded to universities without any cost-sharing require-
ment. In our Desalination Research and Development Program, the non-Federal
contribution from non-academic institutions has varied from 50 percent to 90 per-
cent. While academic institutions are not required to cost share, their cost share has
ranged up to 70 percent.

Currently, the majority of contracts have been with more than 16 universities in-
cluding New Mexico State University, University of Nevada, Montana State Univer-
sity, University of Texas at El Paso, Arizona State University, University of Illinois,
and University of Colorado. The Federal funding helps to motivate the best and
brightest of the faculty and students to chose to study desalination issues. In the
majority of cases, the universities match the Federal funding with in-kind contribu-
tions such as use of specialized equipment, facilities, and faculty time.

Generally, the private sector does not fully invest in desalination research because
many other areas in their businesses return higher short-term profits. However, we
have found that Federal funds attract corporate researchers, and help to justify es-
sential desalination research that may not have an immediate return on their in-
vestment.

ng)stion. Would you support increasing the non-Federal cost sharing in this pro-
gram?

Answer. Yes, we would support increasing the non-Federal cost sharing in this
program.

DROUGHT

Question. What is the current drought situation in the West?

Answer. Currently Arizona, New Mexico, Texas, southern California, and Hawaii
are experiencing drought conditions, with emergency declarations in-place or ex-
pected in the near future.

Question. Has it changed appreciably over the past year?

Answer. Many areas in the southwest are in much worse condition than the pre-
vious year due to the previous year’s drought conditions, coupled with almost no
snowpack or run-off expected in large areas of the southwest this year.

Question. Has the Bureau of Reclamation encountered any problems in using the
funding provided by the Congress for drought emergency assistance?

Answer. The Solicitor’s Office has informed us that Public Law 102-250 does not
ailthorize financial assistance to cooperating entities for development of drought
plans.

Question. Can you detail for the Committee how the additional $2.5 million appro-
priated over the budget request for fiscal year 2000 has been used to date?

Answer. The table below indicates the use of the funding available fiscal year
2000.

CATTYOVET ...veeveuiieeieietenteaetetetestesessesesessesesessesansesesseseseesesanseseneesesensesassesensnsesans $100,000

Fiscal year 2000 Appropriation 3,000,000
Beginning Fiscal Year 2000 Allocation .........cccccccceeveiveeercieeeecveeennnennn 3,100,000
UnNderfiNAnCINg ......ccceeeeuveeeeiieeeiiieeeieeeestreeesreeeseaeeestreeesseeessssesesssseesssseeeenes —250,000
SUDLOTAL ..o aareaes 2,850,000
Program Administration Costs —100,000
SUDBLOTAL .ottt 2,750,000
National Drought Mitigation Center, Drought Planning Technical Assist-
ance to the State of ATIZONA ......cc..coevvveeieiiiieeeiieeeceee e e —40,000
Navajo Nation for Drought Plan ...... .. —175,000
Hualapai Nation for Drought Plan ............... .. —50,000
Budgeted for Drought workshop in GP Region ........cccccecervenienennee. .. —50,000
Technical Assistance to the State of Hawaii for drought planning ............. —175,000
Funding stakeholder education and public outreach efforts through West-
ern Governor’s ASSOCIALION ........cc.eeeeevieeeiiiieeiiieeeieeeeecteeeeereeeeereeeeeaneeeeenns —10,000
Drought Response Fund Study (Public Law 102-250, Section 205) ........... —100,000
Unallocated Balance .........cccccocveeeeiieeiciieeciieeceieeeeetee e e 2,350,000

Question. Do you expect carryover funds into 2001?
Answer. Requests are expected to exceed available funding, therefore we antici-
pate little or no carryover.
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While there is currently an unallocated balance, inquiries for assistance have been
received, and we anticipate receipt of formal requests for both emergency and plan-
ning assistance in the very near future. Requests are currently in the development
phase at the area office level.

Question. Is the $500,000 requested for 2001 plus any expected carryover suffi-
cient to meet your expected needs for 2001?

Answer. As a result of activities related to the National Drought Policy Commis-
sion, we anticipate that the number of requests for drought-related assistance could
increase due to increased awareness and conditions that currently exist or are being
forecast; therefore, our fiscal year 2001 request may well not be sufficient to meet
all requests for funding.

Question. Could you explain what emergency authorities are available to the Bu-
reau of Reclamation to help mitigate the impacts of drought?

Ainswer. Emergency drought assistance is provided through Public Law 102-250,
Title I.

Question. The committee has had to extend authority under the Reclamation
States Emergency Drought Relief Act on several occasions. Has the bureau given
thought to proposing legislation to give Reclamation permanent emergency drought
authority?

Answer. The National Drought Policy Commission is currently in the final stages
of preparing its report to Congress and to the President. As part of its analysis and
recommendations, the Commission is considering the need for legislation to support
its proposed National Drought Policy report. We are examining the need for perma-
nent authorization for the Bureau of Reclamation drought-related efforts within this
context.

CARLSBAD

Question. The budget request includes $2.1 million for Fish and Wildlife Manage-
ment and Development activities. Most of the increase over the last year’s request
is to obtain additional supplemental water. Why is this additional water needed?

Answer. Water is needed to offset Pecos River depletions. Depletions occur when
water is bypassed through Sumner Dam to benefit the threatened Pecos bluntnose
shiner. In past years, water would have been stored at Sumner Dam or released
in such a manner as to incur fewer depletions. However, these operations had nega-
tive impacts on the threatened fish.

Question. How much additional supplemental water do you expect you will need
in fiscal year 2000 to meet the endangered species requirements?

Answer. The amount of water needed is dependent on the hydrology and weather
conditions. It depends on how much we need to bypass at Sumner Dam for the shin-
er and how much of that water needs to be offset through Reclamation’s water ac-
quisition program. We may need as much as an additional 6,000 acre-feet.

Question. How have you obtained any additional water in fiscal year 20007

Answer. We have leased 2000 acre-feet for fiscal year 2000 from Pecos River
pumpers who have non-project water rights. These farmers have agreed to fallow
the land. We are continuing our efforts to look at other options and sources to offset
depletions.

Question. Have there been and do you expect any adverse impacts resulting from
this diversion of this water for support of endangered species?

Answer. The operations in question do not involve diversion of water for endan-
gered species in the Pecos River. Rather, operations of Sumner Dam have been
changed to either bypass natural inflow to assist meeting flow recommendations or
alter storage release regimes to minimize impacts to the fish. These operations may
increase water depletions over the more than 150 river miles between Sumner Dam
and the Carlsbad Irrigation District (CID). Reclamation has committed to a program
of water leasing and acquisition that will attempt to offset those increased deple-
tions to CID. The adverse impacts of not being able to provide sufficient additional
water could include non-compliance with ESA standards, increased vulnerability to
lawsuits for non-compliance, and payment to the State of New Mexico of $106 for
each acre-foot of depleted water not offset as required. This latter measure is re-
quired by our cooperative agreement with the State of New Mexico Interstate
Stream Commission.

Question. Can you give the Committee some idea of the estimated total cost and
length of time it will take to fulfill the requirements of the Biological Opinion on
the Pecos River?

Answer. The Fish and Wildlife Service requested that target flows not fall below
a certain level. The amount of water needed varies from year to year with the hy-
drologic conditions. We will need to supply supplemental water as long as fish need
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it. We cannot estimate time or cost because of dependence on available water. How-
ever, Reclamation, CID, and the State of New Mexico are working jointly to mesh
river operations, Biological Opinion requirements, Pecos River Compact delivery ob-
ligations, New Mexico State Engineer water rights administration and other perti-
nent requirements.

ENDANGERED SPECIES RECOVERY IMPLEMENTATION PROGRAM

Question. Mr. Commissioner, can you explain to the Committee your legal obliga-
tions to comply with Biological Opinions issued by the Fish and Wildlife Service?

Answer. Section 7 of the Endangered Species Act requires each Federal agency
to assure that any action it authorizes, funds, or carries out is not likely to jeop-
ardize the continued existence of any listed species. To do so, agencies consult with
the Fish and Wildlife Service or with the Commerce Department’s National Marine
Fisheries agency, as appropriate on any action which may affect endangered species.
If the Service determines the action is likely to jeopardize the continued existence
of the species, the Service recommends reasonable and prudent alternative to the
original action. Reclamation generally works cooperatively with the Services to de-
velop an acceptable reasonable and prudent alternative and then accepts and imple-
ments each Biological Opinion. The consequence for not accepting it could be jeop-
ardy to the species and potential litigation.

Question. Does the Bureau of Reclamation ever put forth a definitive recovery
plan with firm costs and schedules for implementation?

Answer. Technically, the Fish and Wildlife Service is responsible for development
of Recovery Plans for a particular species. The Fish and Wildlife Service will nomi-
nate and approve experts to serve on a “Recovery Team”. This team may be rep-
resented by various private, state, and Federal agency technical members. The Re-
covery Team develops a Recovery Plan for the specific endangered species. In some
cases, portions of a Recovery Plan may be adopted as part of Reasonable and Pru-
dent Alternatives for various proposed Reclamation actions.

The key issue is that a Recovery Plan is developed by a Recovery Team estab-
lished by the Fish and Wildlife Service, not by Reclamation alone. Reclamation does,
on an annual basis, establish funding and schedule estimates to implement Reason-
able and Prudent Alternatives and in some cases those Reasonable and Prudent Al-
ternatives involve elements of a “Recovery Plan”. Eventually such a “Plan” will be
accomplished and the species will be recovered. Each Reclamation project or pro-
gram with a biological opinion updates the costs associated with the opinion, at
least annually, while preparing the budget for that project or program.

Question. I understand that legislation has been proposed that would require non-
Federal cost sharing for capital improvements related to endangered species recov-
ery activities in the Upper Colorado and San Juan River Basins. What is the Ad-
ministration’s position on this legislation?

Answer. The Department testified in support of H.R. 2348, the House version of
this legislation last October, with amendments to address some concerns. The Ad-
ministration believes the legislation is critical to the continued recovery of the four
species of endangered fish and to future successful water management for multiple
uses.

Question. What are your concerns, if any?

Answer. During its testimony, the Department noted concerns about two aspects
of the bill. The first was that Section 3(e) “Authority to Retain Appropriated Funds,”
is not only unnecessary, but may also unduly restrict Reclamation’s ability to man-
age its program. In addition, the Administration has policy and PAYGO concerns
with allowing power revenues to be used to both write-off debt to the Treasury and
at the same time be redirected to fund new investments. The Department would like
to work with the Congress to address these concerns, so that the legislation might
be enacted.

Question. Do you support the idea that non-Federal interests should bear a great-
er portion of these fish and wildlife costs?

Answer. Reclamation is very supportive of all program participants providing fi-
nancial and other support to the program roughly proportionate to the benefits they
receive.

Question. What is the position of the affected States on increased cost sharing?

Answer. Recognizing the program is best accomplished cooperatively, the states
developed and support the cost share formula proposed in the legislation.

MIDDLE RIO GRANDE

Question. The budget request for Fish and Wildlife Management and Development
on the Middle Rio Grande Project increases by 56 percent over fiscal year 2000 re-
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quest. Mr. Commissioner, the Bureau of Reclamation continues to spend increasing
amounts of money on studies, coordination, data collection and computer models.

Is there a plan for the recovery of the Rio Grande silvery minnow?

Answer. Yes, the official recovery plan was issued by the Fish and Wildlife Service
in July 1999. Reclamation is an active participant in recovery efforts, including de-
velopment of a Habitat Conservation Plan.

Qgestion. When do you expect to finalize a plan, and what do you expect it to
cost?

Answer. The final recovery plan was issued in July 1999. The estimated cost of
the plan is $6,950,000 over a five year period.

Question. How much additional water do you expect will be needed to support the
recovery plan?

Answer. Depending on actual water supply and weather conditions an additional
50,000 to 100,000 acre-feet of water could be needed each year.

Question. How much additional water do you expect will be needed in fiscal year
2000 to support the recovery plan?

Answer. We anticipate that over 50,000 acre-feet will be needed in fiscal year
2000.

Question. How and from whom will this water be obtained?

Answer. We have obtained 38,000 acre-feet from current contractors of San-Juan
Chama Project water. The remaining water will have to be found from undefined
sources.

Question. Do you have an agreement with the State of New Mexico regarding the
additional water for fiscal year 2000 and any additional needs for fiscal year 2001?

Answer. The Bureau has discussed with the State of New Mexico and others the
additional amount of water that might be required in fiscal year 2000 and fiscal
yﬁars2001 to support the recovery plan, but we do not have a formal agreement with
the State.

RIO GRANDE

Question. I note that funding is being requested to initiate “clean water activities
and silt research” studies on the Rio Grande Project. Why is this work required and
what is the estimated cost and schedule for completion for this work?

Answer. Water quality activities including research efforts at Elephant Butte and
Caballo Reservoirs will begin in fiscal year 2001. The funding requested for fiscal
year 2001 for these efforts is $85,000. The total estimated cost and schedule for the
efforts are not available until current investigations are completed.

Question. What is the current status of the adjudication of water rights in New
Mexico and Texas?

Answer. There are three distinct legal cases involved with Rio Grande Project
water rights. The New Mexico State Court continues its hydrology committee activi-
ties and issuance of the year 2000 hearing schedule. In the quiet title case the
United States District Court on November 30, 1999, issued a Memorandum Opinion
and Order staying mediation and allowing the litigation of this matter to proceed.
The Texas Natural Resource Conservation Commission continues to be on hold with
its administrative hearings pending outcome of the other two cases.

Question. Has there been any movement or progress over the past year?

Answer. Yes, the United States team views the progress made with the majority
of the parties during mediation in the quiet title case as significant.

Question. Why has the development and use of the Upper Rio Grande Water Op-
erations model been delayed an additional 2 years?

Answer. With the increasing demand for water among competing uses, it has be-
come necessary to develop more sophisticated methodologies related to water ac-
counting. A draft operations model is currently being used for the Annual Operating
Plan and will be tested side by side with existing accounting methods i.e., manual
data input to spreadsheets, etc. As more is learned about the hydrologic characteris-
tics of the Rio Grande Basin, the Upper Rio Grande Water Operations Model, re-
ferred to as URGWOM, has continued to evolve to take full advantage of the addi-
tional data. Efforts to incorporate the emerging legislative constraints into the
URGWOM have led to the development of more sophisticated methodologies which
will enable URGWOM end users to make more informed and better decisions in a
more timely manner.

Question. Is your work funding constrained, and if so, what is your funding capa-
bility for fiscal year 2001?

Answer. We have received adequate funding in the past, but we have a capability
in fiscal year 2001 of an additional $300,000 to accelerate continuation of collabo-
rative efforts with other agencies and stakeholders, model refinements as deemed
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necessary, and continue work on database development, end user support, model im-
plementation, testing and calibration, and ongoing data collection efforts for the
URGWOM.

Question. How important is this operational model to the water quantity and
quality studies of the Bureau of Reclamation?

Answer. The URGWOM is becoming increasingly essential to the daily water op-
erations because of the enlargement of the number of involved and vested parties,
the amount of data, the complexities of the issues, and the demand for water . The
ability to analyze and respond quickly to competing demands for water requires
analysis tools like the URGWOM. As more data is made available that affects water
supply within the basin, the URGWOM will play an even more important role with
its ability to analyze this data and allow decisions makers to more quickly assess
the impacts of operational decisions and respond accordingly.

TAOS WATER SUPPLY STUDY

Question. What is the current status of the Taos Water Supply Study?

Answer. Environmental compliance and negotiations among the main parties on
how to spend the money have been completed as well as putting the cooperative
agreements in place. Drilling of one of seven wells for the city has been completed.
Additional work on some of the non-drilling components of the project, such as
water planning, budgeting and prototype projects, is in progress.

Question. When will this work be completed?

Answer. The additional wells and the non-drilling components should be com-
pleted by the end of this calendar year.

Question. Have there been any delays in the completion schedule since last year?
If so, please explain.

Answer. Upon initial receipt of funds, no firm completion schedule was estab-
lished. We had hoped for perhaps a May 2000 completion. The time needed for envi-
ronmental compliance and agreement among all parties delayed the initial contract
award. There have been no drilling delays other than the expected shut down for
the winter months. We now anticipate completion by December 2000.

SUBCOMMITTEE RECESS

Senator DOMENICI. We stand in recess until March 28th when we
will have the DOE testify on defense programs.

[Whereupon, at 11:55 a.m., Tuesday, March 21, the subcom-
mittee was recessed, to reconvene subject to the call of the Chair.]
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OPENING STATEMENT OF SENATOR PETE V. DOMENICI

Senator DOMENICI. The hearing will come to order. I understand
everybody is busy, so I guess our goal ought to be to expedite
things this morning.

This is a very, very important set of witnesses, and I have a few
opening remarks. We will then proceed as quickly as we can and,
if any one has any remarks after I am finished we will hear them.

The subcommittee is going to consider the fiscal year 2001 budg-
et request for the National Nuclear Security Administration
[NNSA] covering defense programs, nonproliferation, and naval re-
actor programs this morning. This is the first appearance of the
new NNSA before this committee, and I am very pleased to have
you here. Combined, these programs account for $6.2 billion of the
$18.1 billion requested for the Department from this subcommittee
and representing the core of its national security functions of the
Department of Energy. The request represents an increase of $224
million over comparable levels last year, a 3.7 percent increase
from the current level.

(95)
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The defense and nonproliferation programs together are the
backbone of our strategic nuclear deterrent, on the one hand reduc-
ing the threat to our Nation posed by other weapons of mass de-
struction and, on the other hand, maintaining our deterrence
against the threat that remains.

We are considering the programs together because they are inter-
related. If, for example, in the coming decade we made rapid
progress on the disposition of plutonium and uranium in Russia
and our ability to verify our potential adversary’s stockpile levels,
we may be able to reduce our nuclear stockpile. Conversely, lack
of progress in those areas will prevent us from pursuing stockpile
reductions. At least, many people think that.

STOCKPILE STEWARDSHIP PROGRAM—30-DAY REVIEW

I would like to make an additional comment about the stockpile
stewardship program before we proceed. During the Comprehen-
sive Test Ban Treaty debate last year there was testimony from
committed and well-respected public servants that the science-
based stockpile stewardship program was underfunded and under
stress. Stress was a word that was used.

Thereafter, Secretary Richardson ordered a comprehensive, inter-
nal 30-day review of stockpile stewardship. Frankly, I did not think
30 days and a review internally would produce anything very sig-
nificant, but that is not for me to say. It turns out it did produce
something rather significant, and there is no question that the re-
view concluded that the stockpile stewardship program was on-
track, but that, “additional pressures such as increased security re-
quirements, newly discovered stockpile issues, and resource limita-
tions have collectively forced the program overall to be wound too
tight,” with “too little program flexibility for contingencies.” All of
the last words I have cited are in quotes from that report.

My review of the study leads me to the conclusion that we are
not on schedule, given the current budget to develop the tools and
technologies and stockpile base to refurbish our weapons and cer-
tify their safety and reliability for the stockpile. Further, a success-
ful stewardship program requires qualified and motivated nuclear
weapons experienced personnel, a very serious problem, well-noted
in the 30-day review, an indication we had better do something
about retaining the scientist we have and finding new ways to en-
courage others to the program.

INFRASTRUCTURE REQUIREMENTS

Second, modern and well-maintained facilities, the special experi-
mental and computational facilities needed for stewardship in the
absence of testing and a sound management structure, each year
we continue to lose to retirement our most experienced designers
and most highly skilled technicians, and we all understand recruit-
ing and retaining the next generation of nuclear weapons stewards
has been made more difficult by resource constraints, fewer oppor-
tunities for exploratory research, and diminished morale from a
perceived lack of confidence in nuclear weapons scientists. At least
some of them pursue that.

DOE has failed to keep good facilities. This report suggests that
we had better do something about that. The 30-day review said we
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have a huge bow wave of deferred improvements. For example, 70
percent of the facilities at Y-12, 80 percent of the facilities at the
Kansas City plant, 40 percent of the facilities at Pantex, and 40
percent of Savannah River’s tritium facilities are more than 40
years old.

The Department has experienced tremendous difficulty in con-
structing its special experimental computational facilities within
budget and within schedule. The National Ignition Facility is only
the most recent example.

Now, I am delighted that we are going to spend time today ex-
ploring the needs and potential problems and issues facing the
weapon complex. If we need you again we will call on you infor-
mally. We are going to hear from the Department of Energy’s Of-
fice of Security and Emergency Operations, the Naval Nuclear Pro-
pulsion Program, and then we are going to go to our Acting Deputy
Administrator for Defense Nuclear Nonproliferation. It is good to
have you with us. And finally, General Habiger of the Depart-
ment’s Office of Security and Emergency Operations.

I note the presence of our Ranking Member from Nevada, Sen-
ator Reid, and I started a bit late, for which I apologize.

STATEMENT OF SENATOR HARRY REID

Senator REID. Boy, was I ever glad you were late, though. I
know, Mr. Chairman, you have tremendous responsibilities, espe-
cially this time of year with the Budget Resolution that is due out
any day now, and so I am going to summarize my statement and
ask p(i:rmission to place some of my questions and materials in the
record.

I have several concerns, most involving defense programs side of
DOE. I had a recent discussion with Secretary Richardson about
most of them, so I will not go into any great detail at this time.
However, as we move forward with program funding for fiscal year
2001, I hope most of these issues can be resolved.

NATIONAL IGNITION FACILITY

First and foremost, I am concerned about the NIF, the National
Ignition Facility. This program is substantially behind and well
over budget. I understand this subcommittee is likely to receive a
new NIF cost and schedule baseline in the coming weeks for those
of you new to Washington, a new baseline is code word for hun-
dreds of millions of dollars additional cost. Needless to say, I am
not comforted when I read sentences like the following in your tes-
timony we have reviewed already:

“The NIF task force believes, however, that with appropriate cor-
rective actions, a strong management team, additional funds, and
extension of the schedule and recognition that NIF is at its core a
research and development project, the NIF laser system can be
completed.”

NIF has been sold to this subcommittee as the cornerstone of
this Nation’s stockpile stewardship program, not as some long-term
lab full employment program. I am pleased that there has been an
offer in some of the testimony to work with Congress on this issue.
Suffice it to say that I am going to take a great deal of convincing
at this stage.
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To me, Mr. Chairman and members of the subcommittee, the
project is beginning to remind me of the Superconducting Super
Collider and, as we all know, that project is dead now. I think that
there is going to have to be some tremendous work done by a lot
of people to keep this program going, because I do not think it
would take a great deal on the Senate floor to kill this project, and
I think—I only speak for myself. I am terribly disappointed how
this subcommittee has been treated. I think we have been misled.

MEGASTRATEGY FOR DEFENSE PROGRAMS

Second of all, as you are aware, Senator Domenici—and I put
language into last year’s energy and water conference report that
more or less codified the so-called megastrategy. Part of that strat-
egy involved moving the Atlas pulse power facility from Los Alamos
to the Nevada Test Site. This megastrategy I guess has collapsed,
and I am not convinced that anything has yet filled that void.

I would appreciate a detailed, written response outlining the di-
rection the new Defense Programs is planning to take. None of this
is to suggest that I have softened in my resolve to see Atlas moved.
Quite the opposite. I thought it was the right thing to do last sum-
mer, and I still feel that way.

[The information follows:]

MEGASTRATEGY

The term “megastrategy” or “integrated strategy” is an official, short-hand ref-
erence to a suite of long-term actions that have been under consideration by Defense
Programs to achieve more effective mission and resource integration within the sites
and programs supporting the Stockpile Stewardship Program. A broad outline of the
concept was informally articulated in the summer, 1999. The strategy looked at sev-
eral factors including various weapons complex capabilities, options to rebalance
workload, elimination of duplication between sites, concentration of efforts in cen-
ters of excellence, and increased attention to needed investments in infrastructure
in some areas.

Consistent with direction from the Congress in the fiscal year 2000 legislation
withholding authority to fully implement the integrated strategy, several actions
have been undertaken. The transfer of activities supporting the W80 weapon system
from the Los Alamos National Laboratory (LANL) to the Lawrence Livermore Na-
tional Laboratory is still under discussion both internally and with the Department
of Defense. The consolidation of major hydrotesting capabilities at LANL is also
being considered. A conceptual design for the Microsystems and Engineering
Sciences Applications (MESA) facility at the Sandia National Laboratories in Albu-
querque is underway, and it is proposed in the fiscal year 2001 budget as a can-
didate project for preliminary design funding. The PEGASUS machine has been
transferred from LANL to the University of Nevada. The Department has conducted
further analysis of the ATLAS facility at LANL, and has concluded that its con-
struction should be completed and the facility put in cold standby, pending clarifica-
tion of its future role in the weapons research programs. Moving the facility to a
location in Nevada is also under consideration as a potential option. Another aspect
of the integrated strategy sought to focus increased attention on the infrastructure
improvements needed at the production plants. A complex-wide study of recapital-
ization needs is now underway to couple it with the fiscal year 2002 budget formula-
tion and beyond.

UTILIZATION OF THE NEVADA TEST SITE

Senator REID. My final thoughts today have to do with the deci-
sion-making process, how the decision-making process works with-
in Defense Programs. It is increasingly difficult for the weapons
labs to get permission to do risky experiments at their sites due to
urban encroachments, public health and safety risks, threats to the
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environment. Nevertheless, by all accounts the labs continue to
push for more and more test facilities of this sort. Ultimately, these
will prevent continued operations at any place other than the Ne-
vada Test Site.

The test site is a place where these experiments and activities
that cannot take place any place else should be conducted. That is
why it is there. Unless the Nevada Test Site as utilized is main-
tained as a healthy and viable part of the stewardship program,
the Federal Government will have to replicate these experimental
facilities at great cost and even greater difficulty.

This all seems simple enough to me. Do dangerous activities and
experiments in a place where the danger to the public and environ-
ment is lowest and do what you need to do to maintain that place
properly.

My concern is that is not what is happening. DOE is doing the
same things the same way they always do, despite dramatic
changed conditions. So again, Mr. Chairman, I would appreciate a
detailed, written discussion of what the Department is doing to
prepare for the day when it becomes impossible to perform the dan-
gerous activities and experiments at the labs due to the encroach-
ment that I have talked about.

People raise the health, safety, and other concerns, and I have
a lot of other things to talk about, but I would ask your permission
to insert that in the record.

[The information follows:]

URBAN ENCROACHMENT ON LABORATORIES

All Defense Programs facilities and activities, including those at the laboratories,
can be safely conducted at their current locations for the foreseeable future. Hazards
associated with all our facilities and activities have been analyzed to assess their
potential impact on the public, workers, and the environment during both routine
operations and in hypothetical accident scenarios. The physical location of hazards
relative to the public is specifically considered in these analyses. These analyses are
reviewed continuously to assure that changes in work, hazards or safety require-
ments are addressed. Safety features including engineered systems, procedures and
other controls are in place to assure compliance with applicable public health and
safety requirements.

In the unlikely event that a safety requirement can not be met, operations are
suspended and a review is conducted immediately to determine a path forward.
Many options exist to restart operations, including redesigning the work, imple-
menting new controls or moving the most hazardous portion to a better suited facil-
ity or more remote site such as the Nevada Test Site. The Nevada Test Site is being
maintained not only as part of readiness to resume underground testing, if nec-
essary, but to support the experimentation programs conducted at the site, includ-
ing the subcritical experiments and the hydrotesting at the Big Explosives Experi-
mental Facility, and work performed at the site for others such as the Defense
Threat Reduction Agency.

Senator DOMENICI. You've got it.

Senator Craig.

Senator CRAIG. Mr. Chairman, my statement will come in the
form of questions, so why don’t we proceed with the testimony.

Senator DOMENICI. Senator, I want to thank you for your inter-
est. This is a very important subcommittee, and frequently nobody
is around, and sometimes I need some people around. There are
some tough decisions to be made this year, and so I need the coun-
sel of Senators like you. I just cannot write this bill this year alone
and in a vacuum. It is very, very difficult.
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Senator CRAIG. I appreciate you saying that. It is an important
issue for me and for my State and for the Nation. That is why I
am here.

Senator DOMENICI. We will proceed now with you, General
Gioconda. First of all, let me say you succeed a very exceptional
person who actually is the father of stockpile stewardship, Vic Reis.
I am sorry, in the last few months, that you and I have not been
able to meet as often as I used to meet with Dr. Reis to talk about
what we are doing. But from what I am hearing, you are working
diligently and doing a good job.

You have some prepared remarks. They will be made a part of
the record. You may proceed as you wish in terms of your testi-
mony, but even without a light up here, let’s kind of shoot for no
more than 10 minutes.

General GIOCONDA. That is where I think I have it, if I do not
linger.

Senator DOMENICI. All right, proceed.

STATEMENT OF THOMAS F. GIOCONDA

General GIOCONDA. Good morning, Mr. Chairman and members
of the subcommittee. I am pleased to report to you today that
stockpile stewardship is working to ensure the continued safety
and reliability of America’s nuclear deterrent.

Our nuclear deterrent remains the cornerstone of this Nation’s
defense. The highly trained men and women working in our pro-
duction plants and weapons laboratories possess the critical nu-
clear weapons skills needed to support the stockpile. Your ongoing
support for their stewardship program is absolutely essential for its
continued success. If approved by Congress, our supplemental will
also provide funds needed by the production sites to cover work
load costs and stabilize our highly skilled workforce.

STOCKPILE STEWARDSHIP—30-DAY STUDY

Before I get into the details of the fiscal year 2001 request, I
would like to draw your attention to two developments impacting
the stewardship program. First, as you stated, Mr. Chairman, at
the Secretary’s direction we undertook a comprehensive internal
review of the Stockpile Stewardship Program last November. This
detailed review was led by Under Secretary Dr. Moniz.

I will not repeat your summary, Mr. Chairman, but this review
concluded that the program was on track and developing the
science, technology, and production capabilities needed to support
the stockpile. Several of the findings will help us to shape future
decisions that are needed in the program. In this effort, we must
continue to prioritize investment schedules and resources.

The program faces challenges, and there are 15 specific actions
that emerged from the report’s findings. We are aggressively work-
ing these action items to further strengthen the program. Key
among these is the need for the DOE and the DOD to refine our
process for determining the scheduling of stockpile refurbishments
over the next several decades to take into consideration military,
human, and budgetary needs. We are working with DOD right now
to address this issue.
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REVISED BUDGET STRUCTURE

Second, we have a new business strategy for the Stockpile Stew-
ardship Program. We have transitioned from the old paradigm of
design, test and produce to an environment of maintaining the
safety, security, and reliability of our current weapons with ad-
vanced science and manufacturing techniques. We needed a new
business strategy to support our new business approach. We feel
this is a superior approach, as it provides more visibility into our
program and, quite frankly, gives us a better means to integrate
and balance the competing needs of the program.

The major elements of this new approach are Directed Stockpile
Work [DSW] that encompasses all activities that directly support
the specific weapons in the stockpile, as directed by the nuclear
weapons stockpile plan of the President. It covers all the activities
to support the day-to-day needs of the stockpile. DSW work occurs
across the entire weapons complex.

Next, we have Campaigns, which are the technically challenging
research and development programs designed to provide us with
the critical science and engineering capabilities needed for the cer-
tification of the nuclear weapons stockpile over the long term. Cam-
paigns have definitive milestones, work plans, and specific end
dates. There are currently seven campaigns which are being con-
ducted across the complex.

Finally, infrastructure, which you mentioned, Mr. Chairman. Our
facilities must be in a safe, secure, and reliable operating condition
to support our work. This category also includes our new construc-
tion work, our transportation system for moving components and
weapons safely and securely through the complex, and our Federal
staffing that provides the oversight of the program.

FISCAL YEAR 2000 SUPPLEMENTAL BUDGET REQUEST

Let me talk a little about the fiscal year 2000 supplemental that
is before you. Our supplemental of $55 million is targeted to the
Y-12 plant in Tennessee, the Kansas City plant, and the Pantex
plant in Texas. The funding, if approved, will allow us to meet in-
creased work load requirements related to weapons refurbishment,
upgrade the enriched uranium infrastructure at Y-12, and avoid
lay-offs of critically skilled personnel at the three locations. These
are unique assets that must be protected. The fiscal year 2001 re-

quest is predicated on getting this important supplemental in fiscal
year 2000.

ADVANCED MANUFACTURING TECHNOLOGY

I have some examples of the fine work done by Sandia National
Labs to show you today. This safety device is a strong link switch
designed by Sandia and manufactured by Kansas City. It is em-
ployed in a number of weapons in today’s stockpile, and is designed
to prevent detonation in the highly unlikely event that a weapon
is involved in an accident. Almost 500 pieces make up this strong
link switch.

Sandia is examining advance technology——

Senator DOMENICI. Would you repeat that one again? I'm very
Sorry.
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General GIOCONDA. Sir, this is a strong link switch, and it is de-
signed by Sandia and is manufactured by Kansas City. It is em-
ployed in many of our weapons today, in today’s stockpile, and it
is designed to prevent detonation in the highly unlikely event that
a weapon is involved in an accident, and in this little box is almost
500 pieces that make up the strong link to prevent a detonation.
Sandia is examining advanced technologies to reduce the size and
number of parts in the strong link.

This smaller prototype will fit into detonators of existing weap-
ons. Future strong links like this, using microsystem technology,
decreases the size, and would enable our scientists and tech engi-
neers to place these devices anywhere in the weapons system, fur-
ther improving safety of the stockpile. This is what we are doing
today, and this is what we can do in the future. These examples
give you an idea of how the technology is advancing. This is but
one example of the 6,000 parts that make up a nuclear weapon.
These parts must be expertly managed, studied, and produced.

FISCAL YEAR 2001 BUDGET REQUEST

Our fiscal year 2001 overall budget request of $4.6 billion is
about 6 percent greater than our fiscal year 2000 appropriation.
The major reasons for this increase are a significant fraction of the
Nation’s nuclear arsenal, the W-80 and the W-76, are scheduled
for refurbishment over the next decade. Work associated with these
two weapons systems will constitute the majority of directed stock-
pile work. We must meet the schedules of these activities, includ-
ing the development of scientific capabilities required to certify
those weapons without testing.

We are working with the DOD to identify and assess the final
technical drivers and schedules for weapon component replacement
or certifiable modifications. We are also making significant security
improvements in our transportation system used to transport com-
ponents, materials, and actual weapons within the complex. We are
requesting a few new construction line items in the fiscal year 2001
budget also.

The preliminary project design and engineering pilot program is
a new initiative with about $15 million to fund preliminary design
before setting the hard baseline in asking for construction ap-
proval, similar to what DOD does in design completion. Several
candidate projects are proposed. We believe this will provide an im-
provement in our project management system.

We also have three other new projects, one at Pantex, the Weap-
on Evaluation and Testing Laboratory; a new storage facility for
highly enriched uranium at Oak Ridge Y-12; and a Distributive In-
formation System at Sandia. In total, however, our construction re-
quest is down from 2000.

NATIONAL IGNITION FACILITY

While I am on the topic of construction, let me say a word about
the National Ignition Facility [NIF]. As many of you know, the
project has encountered significant technical issues in assembling
and in stalling the laser infrastructure. Let me emphasize that the
problems with NIF are not scientific. A new baseline will be sub-
mitted to Congress by June 1, 2000 as required. The previous fund-
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ing plan for NIF has been included in this budget, which reflects
the majority of the decrease in construction.

I would like to point out one last but important area of growth.
Even though it only represents 1/10th of 1 percent of my budget,
we are developing a plan that will focus on building and sustaining
a talented, diverse workforce of Federal R&D technical managers,
as recommended by the Chiles Commission plan.

The plan will include innovative recruiting strategies, retention
incentives, and comprehensive training and development programs
of new and current employees. We also have included resources to
reengineer our organization to place employees closer to where the
work is accomplished and streamline some of our outmoded admin-
istrative functions.

STOCKPILE STEWARDSHIP ACCOMPLISHMENTS

Our 2001 budget request will allow us to build upon a significant
list of accomplishments that you mentioned, Mr. Chairman, in the
Stockpile Stewardship Program as compiled over the last several
years. Let me just review a few others. First, and most important,
we have completed three annual certifications and expect a fourth
shortly. Secretary Cohen signed off on the certification letter last
Wednesday, and Secretary Richardson now has the package for his
review and signature and I believe he will complete it by the end
of the week.

Through the continuing success of the Stockpile Stewardship
Program, we have been able to support the Secretary of Energy in
joining with the Secretary of Defense in certifying that the nuclear
weapons stockpile is safe and reliable, and there is no requirement
for underground testing at this time.

ACCELERATED STRATEGIC COMPUTING INITIATIVE

Last month, we announced the first ever three-dimensional sim-
ulation of a nuclear weapon explosion using our ASCI Blue Pacific
computer at Lawrence Livermore National Lab. To get a sense of
the complexity of this calculation, it took our Blue Pacific machine
some 20 days to run the calculation. It would have taken an aver-
age desktop machine over 30 years to do the same. This is impor-
tant, because as our weapons get older, the problems are expected
to get harder, and we must have ready more sophisticated tools,
and the people to allow our assessment of whether our weapons
will continue to be safe, secure, and reliable. Our ASCI program is
key to that requirement.

PIT PRODUCTION

As you may recall, we decided in 1996 to reestablish limited ca-
pability to produce plutonium pits at Los Alamos National Labora-
tory, which was necessary with the closure of Rocky Flats. We have
now fabricated four development pits. While many other scientific
and production steps are needed to verify the quality of the pits
produced, this is a very positive sign. We plan to have a certifiable
pit by 2001.

The subcritical experiment program at the Nevada Test Site con-
tinues to provide important data for the stewardship program and
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maintain test readiness as directed by the President. Last week,
the Nevada Test Site team successfully executed the Thoroughbred
experiment. Data from this experiment will be used to compare the
plutonium manufacturing process used at Rocky Flats with those
being developed today at Los Alamos to make sure we are on the
right track.

The Department also plans to undertake a preconceptual study
of a pit production facility during fiscal year 2001. This study will
build on earlier work done by DOE. Based on our ongoing pit aging
studies from our campaigns, we believe that we have at least a 15-
year lead time for the construction of a pit manufacturing facility.
Our overall course of action on pit manufacturing has been re-
viewed and approved by the Nuclear Weapons Council and will
continue to be, since it’s so essential.

TRITIUM PRODUCTION

Our tritium program is making significant progress. We signed
a 35-year, $1.5 billion agreement with the Tennessee Valley Au-
thority for the irradiation of tritium iridium producing burnable,
absorber rods. With this in place, we now have three reactors,
Watts Bar and both Sequoyah units available for tritium produc-
tion. We expect to break ground at the Savannah River site this
summer for construction of the Tritium Extraction Facility. This fa-
cility will begin to deliver tritium gas to the stockpile by 2006.

With the success of the commercial light water reactor program
and other competing financial demands on other parts of Stockpile
Stewardship, DOE has been forced to redefine the work associated
with the Accelerator Production Tritium [APT] program. We will
continue limited engineering development and demonstration ac-
tivities at Los Alamos National Lab as well as work with other
parts of DOE to develop a joint program for the many other uses
of APT technology.

We are also accomplishing our life extension requirement for the
W87 involving principally Kansas City, Y-12, and Pantex, and
have produced the first neutron generators at Sandia since the
close of the Pinellas plant in the early nineties.

CONCLUDING REMARKS

Mr. Chairman, over the last 5 years the Stockpile Stewardship
program has made significant scientific and technical advances,
strides that many of our critics and even some of our supporters
doubted we could achieve. These accomplishments increase our con-
fidence that the men and women of the stewardship team will be
able to meet the scientific and engineering challenges of steward-
ship in the decades to come.

PREPARED STATEMENT

These challenges include: meeting the requirement for nuclear
deterrence, our primary job; attracting and retaining a preeminent
nuclear team as many people reach retirement age; certifying re-
placement pits; producing tritium; and implementing new security
standards. Our ability to meet these and other challenges is de-
pendant on your continued support and the support of this com-
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mittee of our budget for this vital national security program and
our aggressive Federal management.

Thank you.

[The statement follows:]

PREPARED STATEMENT OF GEN. THOMAS F. GIOCONDA

Mr. Chairman and distinguished members of the Subcommittee, thank you for the
opportunity to testify on the Department of Energy (DOE) National Nuclear Secu-
rity Administration’s fiscal year 2001 budget request for Defense Programs’ Stock-
pile Stewardship Program. This request of $4.594 billion represents a 6.3 percent
increase over the comparable fiscal year 2000 level. Due to mission transfers out of
the weapons activities account, this request is roughly comparable to a program
level of about $4.7 billion, using previous year comparisons. A detailed summary of
the fiscal year 2001 request for Defense Programs is included near the end of the
statement.

As part of the fiscal year 2001 budget process, the Administration is also request-
ing supplemental funding for fiscal year 2000 in the amount of $55 million to ad-
dress shortfalls in production readiness at the Kansas City, Pantex, and Y-12
plants. Provision of this supplemental funding is essential to maintain employment
levels and skills necessary to support important workloads in fiscal year 2000 and
future years and we appreciate this subcommittee’s support for our request.

With your support, the program, to date, has achieved some major milestones as
we move from underground nuclear test-based to science-based nuclear weapons as-
sessment and certification. Most notably, we are about to certify, for the fourth con-
secutive year, that the safety, security and reliability of the nation’s nuclear weap-
ons stockpile is assured without the need for underground nuclear yield testing at
this time. This fourth annual certification of the nuclear weapons stockpile will be
transmitted to the President by the Secretaries of Energy and Defense shortly. The
people, tools, and technologies supported by this budget make this accomplishment
possible.

Our nuclear deterrent remains the foundation for U.S. national security. We be-
lieve that our accomplishments and the new budget and management structures we
have put in place, along with your continued support, will maintain the success of
the Stockpile Stewardship Program in serving our supreme national interest.

MAJOR CHANGES IN PROGRAM PLANNING AND BUDGETING

The men and women of the Stockpile Stewardship Program continue to meet for-
midable challenges with ingenuity and innovation both in the way we do science
and manufacturing, and in the way we organize the work we do. Without the crit-
ical work of our “stockpile stewards” at the labs, plants and in the federal struc-
ture—no program will succeed. Our people remain our number one resource that
must be carefully attended now and into the future.

During the past year, for the first time ever in the weapons program, we have
organized our tasks according to a streamlined business model. Quite simply, in a
world where competition for budget resources is intense, we need to be able to dem-
onstrate clearly that we are taking every step to operate in a cost effective man-
ner—we must use metric that both the folks inside and outside of the program can
use to measure our progress.

Our budget request is based on planned performance. It is the outcome of plan-
ning processes that focus our efforts on specific performance goals and strategies
that flow from strategic planning. The cycle of planning, budgeting, program execu-
tion, and evaluation is the foundation of our program’s accomplishments and our
initiatives to improve management and accountability to the public.

The fiscal year 2001 budget reflects a new budget structure, which is part of the
implementation of the National Nuclear Security Administration. The structure em-
phasizes the integrated nature of the Stockpile Stewardship Program, and is built
upon three principal elements: Directed Stockpile Work, Campaigns, and Readiness
in Technical Base and Facilities. Overall, these changes reflect our vision for the
future of the program and the nuclear weapons complex.

The fiscal year 2001 budget request is presented in the proposed budget and re-
porting structure. A more technical discussion of all aspects of the proposed budget
structure change is included as an appendix to the Executive Budget Summary doc-
ument. We are continuing to execute the fiscal year 2000 budget in the current “old”
structure as it was appropriated; however, we are also collecting data unofficially
in the new structure as a further check on the viability of the approach.
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Directed Stockpile Work encompasses all activities that directly support specific
weapons in the nuclear stockpile as directed by the Nuclear Weapon Stockpile Plan.
These activities include current maintenance and day-to-day care of the stockpile as
well as planned refurbishments as outlined by the Stockpile Life Extension Pro-
gram. Additionally, this category includes: research, development and certification
activities in direct support of each weapon system; and long-term future-oriented re-
search and development to solve either current or projected stockpile problems.
These activities are conducted at the national laboratories, the Nevada Test Site
(NTS), and production plants.

Campaigns are focused scientific and technical efforts to develop and maintain
critical capabilities needed to enable continued certification of the stockpile for the
long-term. Campaigns are technically challenging, multi-function efforts that have
definitive milestones, specific work plans, and specific end dates. The approach was
initiated several years ago in the planning and executing the stewardship program.
There are currently 17 planned campaigns. These activities are conducted at the
laboratories, NTS, production plants, and other major research facilities such as the
OMEGA laser at the University of Rochester and the NIKE laser at the Naval Re-
search Laboratory.

Readiness in Technical Base and Facilities (RTBF) provides the physical infra-
structure and operational readiness required to conduct the Directed Stockpile Work
and Campaign activities at the national laboratories, NTS and the plants. This in-
cludes ensuring that facilities are operational, safe, secure, compliant, and that a
defined level of readiness is sustained at DP-funded facilities. For the production
plants, all site overhead is also included in RTBF.

The new structure proposal also includes separate decision units for Secure Trans-
portation Asset (formerly Transportation Safeguards Division), Program Direction,
and Construction.

Another business practice introduced this year by Defense Programs was the es-
tablishment of a rigorous planning process that clearly lays out within each busi-
ness line, firm programmatic milestones to be achieved within each element of
Stockpile Stewardship. The complete program is now defined by a series of program
plans that have a five-year planning horizon, each with an accompanying annual
implementation plan. Five-year program plans describe the goals and objectives of
program elements, and annual implementation plans provide detailed sets of mile-
stones that allow for accurate program tracking and improved oversight.

The rigorous planning that has been done is key to better management, improved
focus and sustaining the laboratories as premier scientific and engineering institu-
tions, as well as supporting balanced manufacturing activities necessary to maintain
and modernize the stockpile.

Within this business model structure, we have laid out an improved plan, weapon
by weapon, part by part, that addresses the tasks required to maintain the stockpile
over the next one, five, ten years and beyond. We have support for our program
from the Department of Defense (DOD), and the Administration has committed to
funding it.

In addition, we have established an Office of Project Management Support to
serve as the focal point for all critical construction decisions and performance re-
views. It will conduct project readiness reviews and provide technical experts to as-
sist line managers in project planning and execution. It will also serve as a single
point of contact for construction policy and procedures, working with program offices
and field elements to improve and standardize construction management within De-
fense Programs.

A key element of the Stockpile Stewardship’s continued success is an effective cor-
porate level strategic planning process. We expect to transmit the fiscal year 2001
Stockpile Stewardship Plan (SSP), also called “The Green Book” to the Congress
shortly. In the development of the SSP, we rely heavily on the DOD, the National
Security Council staff, the Office of Science and Technology Policy, the Office of
Management and Budget, and other senior policy officials in the “nuclear commu-
nity” to help ensure that we continue on the right track.

ACCOMPLISHMENTS

In October 1999, Secretary Richardson ordered a review of the health and status
of the nuclear weapons complex and of the status of recruitment, retention and
training of top scientists and engineers needed to sustain Stockpile Stewardship.
The principal finding of this internal Department of Energy review, led by Under
Secretary Ernest Moniz, is that Stockpile Stewardship is on track; both in terms of
specific science, surveillance, and production accomplishments and in terms of devel-
oping a program management structure that improves the certification process.
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Several of the findings of this review will help to shape future decisions in the
program. We must continue to prioritize investments, schedules and resources.
There are 15 specific actions that emerged from the report’s findings. Key among
them is the need for DOE and DOD to refine the process for determining the sched-
uling of stockpile refurbishments over the next several decades to take into consid-
eration military, human, and budgetary needs. We are working with DOD to ad-
dress this issue right now.

Let me give you just a few examples of how Stockpile Stewardship is already
working today:

—In early February our Accelerated Strategic Computing Initiative announced
the successful completion of the first-ever three-dimensional simulation of a nu-
clear weapon “primary” detonation using the IBM Blue Pacific supercomputer
at DOE’s Lawrence Livermore National Laboratory. On the supercomputer, this
calculation ran for more than 20 days. A desktop computer would have taken
30 years to accomplish the task. Modern nuclear weapons consist of two main
components: the “primary,” or trigger, and the “secondary” which produces most
of the energy of a nuclear weapon. The ability to “see and understand” the ac-
tion of the primary is a critically important step in simulating the entire weap-
on detonation in three dimensions.

—Subcritical experiments are being conducted at the Nevada Test Site to under-
stand aspects of weapons physics and the aging properties of plutonium to help:
assess the stockpile, qualify the pit production facility at Los Alamos National
Laboratory; and subsequently, certify our pit manufacturing. The subcritical ex-
perimental program also helps to ensure nuclear test readiness as directed by
the President with the current underground test moratorium.

Three subcritical experiments were conducted in fiscal year 1999. We success-
fully conducted the first fiscal year 2000 subcritical experiment on November
9, 1999. It was one of the Oboe series of experiments that are conducted in ves-
sels in the same underground alcove. These experiments are somewhat simpler
than the typical “full-size” subcritical experiment. Since that time, we have con-
ducted two more experiments in the Oboe series to study technical issues.

We plan to conduct four additional Oboe experiments this fiscal year, as well
as one full-sized subcritical experiment, Thoroughbred, to measure early time
dynamic behavior of special nuclear material. In fiscal year 2001, we tentatively
plan to conduct one full-size subcritical experiment and several smaller experi-
ments similar to the Oboe series.

—In November 1999, the first successful hydrodynamic test at the Dual Axis Ra-
diographic Hydrodynamic Test facility provided a freeze-frame photo of mate-
rials imploding at speeds of more than 10,000 miles an hour; allowing scientists
to study solids and metals as they flow like liquids, thus, becoming hydro-
dynamic when driven by the detonation of high explosives.

—On January 27, 2000, tests that are key to certification of the W76 Acorn gas
transfer system were conducted in the Annular Core Research Reactor at
Sandia National Laboratories—five days ahead of our earliest goal. The reactor
and all diagnostics and data gathering equipment operated as desired. Initial
evaluation of the required data that was obtained from the tests indicate good
results for Acorn certification to the stockpile.

—On August 12, 1999, the first lot of 24 War Reserve, W76 neutron generators
were placed in inventory by Sandia National Laboratories (SNL), thus dem-
onstrating the capability lost when our Pinellas plant was closed in 1994. Neu-
tron generators are limited life components that help to initiate a fission reac-
tion. SNL is more than doubling neutron generator production capacity to re-
flect a request by the DOD to produce enough neutron generators to support
both the active and inactive stockpiles. Accelerated Strategic Computing Initia-
tive simulations have enabled the certification of the W76 neutron generator as
the first radiation hardened component certified without underground testing.

—The Kansas City plant has successfully begun production of tritium reservoirs
and is meeting new production requirements for the W76, W80 and W88 war-
heads parts inventories.

—The Y-12 Plant has resumed uranium processing operations in four of five
major mission areas and in portions of the fifth. We are currently working on
plans for the difficult resumption of enriched uranium recycle and recovery op-
erations.

—We have signed a 35-year, $1.5 billion agreement with the Tennessee Valley
Authority (TVA) for irradiation of tritium producing burnable absorber rods be-
ginning in the Fall of 2003 at TVA’s Watts Bar and Sequoyah reactors.

A contract for the assembly of the first 6,000 Tritium Producing Burnable Ab-
sorber Rods and follow-up fabrication work is expected to be awarded in the
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next few months. Site preparation and detailed design of a Tritium Extraction
Facility are underway at the Savannah River Site. To date, we have made up
three months of the fiscal year 1999, 12 month congressionally-mandated mora-
torium on construction of the facility. The facility is scheduled to begin deliv-
ering tritium gas to the stockpile in February 2006.

—In fiscal year 1998, Los Alamos National Laboratory fabricated development
pits for the W88, demonstrating a capability that DOE has not had since the
closure of the Rocky Flats Plant in 1989. We expect to produce the first pit
qualified for stockpile use in 2001. By fiscal year 2007, a limited capability to
manufacture replacement pits for the units destructively evaluated during sur-
veillance activities will be available.

—DOE has dismantled almost 12,000 weapons since 1990. Disassembly of the
W69 was finished at Pantex in fiscal year 1999. DOE plans to finish disassem-
bling the current backlog of retired weapons by the end of fiscal year 2005.

—The Secure Transportation Asset (STA) has met all direct stockpile mainte-
nance shipment schedules, which currently average 1,000 weapon and 4,000
Limited Life Component shipments per year. A further demand on STA is the
need to ship an annual average of 3,000 containers of fissionable materials from
DOE sites scheduled for closure to other DOE and customer sites for disposal
or remanufacture into fuel elements for nuclear reactors. Overall, STA has
transported sensitive cargo more than one hundred million miles since 1975
without compromise of its security or release of radiation.

We have continued upgrades of the STA fleet with new safeguard trans-
porters, secure communication upgrades, and new tractor replacements. Addi-
tional security enhancements have been directed in response to security guid-
ance and recent analyses which will accelerate these upgrades and require more
intensive agent training and recruitment of additional federal agents. We have
included increased funding for this in fiscal year 2001.

The Stockpile Stewardship Program has already been able to solve some problems
that in the past would most likely have required a nuclear test to resolve. We expect
our ability to solve problems without testing to be greater as new tools and expertise
come on-line. Keep in mind that it has been nearly 11 years since we have manufac-
tured a new nuclear weapon and over seven years since the last underground nu-
clear test, yet our confidence in the safety, security and reliability of the current
stockpile remains strong. Nuclear deterrence for our nation demands no less!

THE PEOPLE

At the heart of Stockpile Stewardship is the people who make it work. The Chiles
Commission on Maintaining U.S. Nuclear Weapons Expertise offered 12 specific rec-
ommendations for action under four broad categories: national commitment, pro-
gram management, personnel policies, and oversight. A key driver in the time
frames within which we have been planning and executing the program has been
the fact that scientists and engineers with nuclear test experience are nearing re-
tirement age and will be leaving the program in large numbers over the next dec-
ade. To transfer the knowledge they have to a new generation is vital so that the
role of testing in the process of maintaining our stockpile is well understood in all
its dimensions. To make that crucial transition properly we must retain experienced
test workers while we recruit and train new workers.

In addition, we are attempting to make that transition in a booming economy
where technical expertise is highly recruited and rewarded by the private sector.
The skill mix at the laboratories will shift away from nuclear test-based expertise
toward a more science-based expertise for maintaining the nuclear weapons stock-
pile. At the production plants, there will be more emphasis on computer and net-
work-based design tools and advanced manufacturing techniques. These changes in
skill mix are major recruiting and retention challenges facing us right now.

There are fewer opportunities to conduct exploratory research at the laboratories
due to limits on Laboratory Directed Research and Development (LDRD), which has
been a key source of new talent and training at the laboratories. A pay freeze imple-
mented in the early 1990s has resulted in loss of market position for the salaries
of scientists and engineers, especially in highly competitive areas such as informa-
tion science and technology. Increased security requirements may also affect recruit-
ment and retention. Such factors make it more difficult to recruit and retain top
scientific talent for Stockpile Stewardship.

Defense Programs is addressing many of these and others issues through actions
to implement the Chiles Commission recommendations. Among them is the request
for supplemental fiscal year 2000 funding to avoid further layoffs at the plants and
to maintain critical skills which you have favorably considered. The fiscal year 2001
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request also provides stability in plant funding with some flexibility to address skill
mix concerns. For the nuclear weapons labs, the fiscal year 2001 request maintains
our commitment to balance the pace and scope of security requirements implemen-
tation with preservation of the research environment. To that end, a restoration of
LDRD funding to six percent for fiscal year 2001 has been requested. The fiscal year
2001 budget also provides for stability in employment and increases in support for
the varied work of science-based stewardship at the labs.

HOW STOCKPILE STEWARDSHIP WORKS

Let me briefly summarize the Stockpile Stewardship process and the challenges
it now faces before I go into a more detailed discussion of program elements. Each
year, eleven samples of each type of weapon are returned from the active force and
are disassembled, examined, tested, and analyzed for defects. If defects are found,
their effect on reliability and safety is assessed. Some parts, like neutron generators
and gas reservoirs, require replacement at regular intervals, as limited life compo-
nents. Other parts of a nuclear weapon are made from radioactive materials which
decay; and as they decay, both their own properties and the properties of other ma-
terials within the weapon may change.

Remanufacturing replacement parts for our nuclear weapons sounds simple
enough, but since the time that many of the current weapons in the stockpile were
originally manufactured, some of our production plants have been closed and manu-
facturing processes, techniques and standards have changed. We must adhere to
more stringent health and safety standards, and are more concerned about the prop-
er handling and storage of nuclear waste materials. Today, replacement parts re-
quire even tighter production controls than the extraordinarily rigid standards
under which the original parts were designed and manufactured. A nuclear weapon,
less than the size of a small desk, has enough explosive power to completely destroy
a modern city, and yet it must be able to survive extraordinary accidents with less
than a one-in-a-million chance of exploding. Industrial materials advancements and
new manufacturing processes make it difficult, if not impossible, to get exact re-
placement parts. Yet, we in the nuclear weapons program, must produce replace-
ment parts using modern material and processes that will still maintain the safety
and reliability of our weapons while certifying their safety, security and reliability
without underground nuclear testing.

As our stockpile weapons continue to age, we expect more parts to require replace-
ment. Because new warheads have not been produced since 1988, we are not replac-
ing old weapons with new ones. In about ten years, most of our weapons designers
with nuclear testing experience will have retired. This means that when our newest
system, the W88, reaches the end of its original design life in 2014, we may no
longer have anyone with the test-based job experience to help us evaluate modifica-
tions that may be required due to aging at that time. Successfully dealing with this
time factor is critical to the success of the Stockpile Stewardship Program.

Instead of an underground nuclear test, we can conceptually divide the explosion
sequence into each of its parts, then test and analyze each of these separately. We
plan to put all the data together into a computer calculation—a simulation—to see
if the resulting performance is within its original specification. Each part of the sim-
ulation must predict the results of each of the separate tests, and where they exist,
the results must be consistent with archived underground nuclear test data and re-
search. These simulations will be validated with state of the art experimental tools
such as the Dual Axis Radiographic Hydrodynamic Test facility and the National
Ignition Facility. We also hope these modern codes and experimental tools will serve
to attract and maintain a cadre of outstanding technical staff, the grand challenge
of stockpile stewardship.

STOCKPILE LIFE EXTENSION AND SURVEILLANCE

We are working closely with the DOD to finalize detailed plans to indefinitely ex-
tend the lifetime of each weapon system in the stockpile. The Stockpile Life Exten-
sion Program (SLEP) is DOE’s planning framework for a proactive management of
system maintenance activities. Under SLEP, options are developed to address poten-
tial refurbishment actions. These life extension options address: “musts”—to correct
known problems; “shoulds” to prevent foreseeable problems; and “coulds” to improve
safety, use control and other items given the opportunity while working “musts” and
“shoulds.” These life extension options allow the DOE and DOD to anticipate and
plan for future resource requirements such as workforce, skills mix, equipment, and
facilities. These requirements provide the framework for: our surveillance of the
stockpile and stockpile research and development activities at our laboratories, guid-
ing our production plants in validation of new materials, and development and cer-
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tification of new manufacturing processes. The cycle is continuous and is closely in-
tegrated. Data and information from our surveillance programs and from the hun-
dreds of experiments and simulations being performed, help to identify which parts
of a weapon are aging gracefully, and which parts present current and potential fu-
ture problems.

Stockpile surveillance has been a major element of the U.S. nuclear weapons pro-
gram ever since the first weapons were put into service. Approximately 1,100 stock-
pile weapons are thoroughly examined each year. The results provide data not only
for assessing the current safety and reliability of the stockpile, but also for devel-
oping predictive models and age-focused diagnostics required to anticipate weapons
refurbishment requirements.

The Enhanced Surveillance Program (ESP) is developing the technologies and
methods, as well as a fundamental understanding of materials properties and weap-
ons science, to significantly improve detection and predictive capabilities. For exam-
ple, the ESP identified an aging mechanism in a stockpile high explosive, ultimately
concluding that the changes actually improved the stability of the explosive. This
assessment is permitting us to reuse the high explosive during the W87 life exten-
sion program, thus avoiding significant costs. We have also embarked on a novel
strategy to accelerate the aging process in plutonium. The capability to predict the
lifetime of components made from plutonium will permit us to more accurately iden-
tify when pit replacements are needed and when the significant facility investments
must be made in order to support pit replacement.

Technical work on the W76/Mk4 Dual Revalidation Project drew to a close in De-
cember 1999. There were significant accomplishments in each of its major areas of
investigation.

System Level Assessment.—The Military Characteristics and Stockpile to Target
Sequence were reviewed and updated and the system was shown to meet require-
ments. The system also was assessed against safety requirements and for abnormal
environments and successfully met them. Results from various tests are being used
to validate new computational models, leading to an improved understanding that
will be used for future assessments, evaluations and other analyses.

Primary Physics Assessments.—Five hydrodynamic tests were completed, four by
Los Alamos National Laboratory and one by Lawrence Livermore National Labora-
tory. Two of the tests used stockpile-aged high explosives. A modern one point safety
assessment was completed that reaffirmed the safety margin calculated in previous
assessments. A modern intrinsic radiation analysis was performed. Significant
progress was made in baselining.

Secondary Physics Assessment.—There is an improved understanding of the sec-
ongary. Significant progress was made in baselining and benchmarking of the sec-
ondary.

Physics Package Engineering Assessment.—A test of the ability of the secondary
to withstand the revised long-term shipboard vibration environment was completed
and the results show it meets requirements. Extensive testing of the high explosive
thermal sensitivity, chemical composition, and density properties was completed. An
aged physics package was disassembled, inspected, and the aged components tested.
A detailed description and catalogue of the function, composition, requirements,
state, and design intent of each component was assembled.

Arming Fuzing and Firing (AF&F) and Weapon Electrical System Assessment.—
Nineteen AF&Fs were disassembled, inspected, and put through product acceptance
testing. An age aware model of the fire set was completed and electronic sub-compo-
nent models were developed. Most AF&F hostile environment testing is complete.

In addition to these specific accomplishments, the Dual Revalidation Project pro-
vided an opportunity to train many people within the DOE and DOD nuclear weap-
ons communities. Engineers and scientists responsible for the system have devel-
oped in-depth experience. The project also provided significant contributions to the
W76/Mk4 6.2/6.2A life extension study. The review team reports are scheduled to
be submitted by the end of March 2000.

DOE has redirected the Dual Revalidation effort into baselining and peer review.
The decision was made to baseline all the systems over the next five years while
designers with underground test experience are still on the payroll. After the sys-
tems are baselined, we will assess any gaps discovered in our knowledge and de-
velop a plan to fill them in.

MANUFACTURING CAPABILITIES

Manufacturing continues to play a critical role in the Stockpile Stewardship Pro-
gram. During fiscal year 1999, almost 1,300 Limited Life Components (LLCs) were
produced. Plans call for the production of over 2,000 LLCs in fiscal year 2000. These
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product deliveries signal the successful transfer of production activities from plants
which have been closed. The weapons complex is also performing major refurbish-
ment actions on several weapon types, including the B61 and the W87.

The W87 is a key component of the U.S. land based ballistic missile element of
the U.S. nuclear deterrent triad. In December 1998, the Y-12 plant at Oak Ridge
completed and shipped to Pantex the first refurbished canned sub-assembly for the
life extension program of the W87 under our Stockpile Life Extension Program.
Early in 1999, the first deliveries of electronic and mechanical parts for the W87
life extension were shipped to Pantex from the Kansas City plant. The first W87
life extension unit was delivered to the Air Force in May 1999. The W87 was the
first production unit completed under the life extension program. This is considered
a major milestone in meeting a DOE commitment made to the Air Force.

ADAPT

The Advanced Manufacturing, Design, and Production Technologies Campaign
(ADAPT) is providing the nuclear weapons complex with advanced capabilities for:
designing, developing, and certifying components and systems; and for producing,
assembling, and delivering weapons components and products for systems. ADAPT
is radically changing how DOE supports the nuclear weapons stockpile by infusing
new product and process technologies, and by adopting state-of-the-art business and
engineering practices. Our production complex must take advantage of modern de-
sign and manufacturing techniques to keep the complex vitally strong and capable
under modern technology. We have now begun to use a “paperless” product realiza-
tion system to quickly design and evaluate components prior to their release for pro-
duction. Once released for production, the same paperless designs (computer models)
are used to develop and drive manufacturing operations. This approach is already
cutting costs and time while improving our ability to deliver extremely high quality
parts. We have begun to use computer-based multimedia systems to guide produc-
tion technicians on the shop floor and we expect to see quality improvements similar
to those now being gained in U.S. industries using these methods, where manufac-
turing defects have been cut 60-90 percent. As an additional example, we are using
models of the various operations in our production complex to identify and alleviate
scheduling and operational bottlenecks. In one instance, we were able to remove a
bottleneck in certain dismantlement operations, allowing us to cut in half, the time
required to complete dismantlement of a warhead being removed from the stockpile
with no compromise in safety and security.

We remain committed to exploring a robust and world-class microsystems engi-
neering capability at Sandia National Laboratories. This effort could allow us to
both develop and exploit emerging technologies that show great promise for minia-
turizing weapon components, improving their reliability; and for maintaining a crit-
ical capability in radiation-hardened electronics needed to address potential safety,
security, and hostile radiation threat environments of the future.

TRITIUM

Every U.S. nuclear weapon requires tritium to function as designed. Because trit-
ium, a radioactive isotope of hydrogen, decays at a rate of 5.5 percent per year, it
must be periodically replenished. DOE has not produced tritium since 1988 and the
current START I inventory will be sufficient only until about 2005, after which the
five year tritium reserve will be reduced and a new source of tritium will be needed.

In May 1999, the Department issued a Record of Decision that formalized the Sec-
retary’s December 1998 announcement that Tennessee Valley Authority (TVA) reac-
tors would be used to produce tritium. That decision was codified in the National
Defense Authorization Act for fiscal year 2000.

Three TVA reactors Watts Bar and both Sequoyah units will be available to irra-
diate DOE designed, commercially manufactured, tritium-producing rods. DOE
plans to start production of tritium in TVA reactors beginning with the scheduled
refueling of the Watts Bar reactor in October 2003. After irradiation, the rods will
be shipped to the Savannah River Site where a new Tritium Extraction Facility is
under construction. The facility will extract tritium gas from the rods and send it
to the existing Tritium Loading Facility. Extraction operations are scheduled to
begin in February 2006, later than originally planned because of the congressional
restriction against tritium construction activities in fiscal year 1999. Again, we have
made up three months of this 12 month construction moratorium. The Tritium Ex-
traction Facility’s operating capacity will be such that the five year reserve will be
fully replenished in two to three years.

An interagency agreement between DOE and TVA went into effect on January 1,
2000. TVA, with DOE assistance, is preparing requests to the Nuclear Regulatory
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Commission (NRC) to amend the licenses of the TVA reactors to permit tritium pro-
duction. TVA plans to submit those requests at the beginning of calendar year 2001.
The NRC review of the license amendment cannot begin until TVA has submitted
its application for amendment of the operating licenses for Watts Bar and the two
Sequoyah units. TVA will be putting that license amendment package together dur-
ing the rest of calendar year 2000, with assistance from its two fuel vendors (Wes-
tinghouse and Framatone) and DOE. TVA corporate and plant licensing and engi-
neering personnel will also be performing analyses and preparing significant por-
tions of the license amendment submission. This work is on schedule.

Also during fiscal year 2000, DOE will award a contract for commercial fabrica-
tion of 6,000 tritium-producing rods. Thirty-two rods underwent an irradiation dem-
onstration in the Watts Bar reactor over the course of a full reactor operating cycle
that was completed in March 1999. The rods have been taken to a DOE laboratory
and are currently undergoing a series of examinations. So far, the results of all ex-
aminations have been as expected. Site preparation and detailed design of the Trit-
ium Extraction Facility are in progress this year. In fiscal year 2001, we will begin
construction of the facility building.

The Record of Decision on tritium production stated that the Accelerator Produc-
tion of Tritium (APT) alternative would be developed as a backup tritium technology
by completing engineering development and preliminary design. With the success of
the commercial light water reactor program and with competing financial demands
on other parts of Stockpile Stewardship, DOE has been forced to redefine the work
associated with the APT, the backup tritium technology. Consequently, we plan to
work with Congress this year to suspend preliminary design work for an APT plant.
However, engineering development and demonstration activities at LANL will con-
tinue to assure that, should the backup technology be needed, it will be ready. In
addition, DOE will explore the potential for a multi-mission accelerator program
that could include tritium production, isotope production, and waste transmutation.

EXPERIMENTAL PROGRAMS

It is at the DOE’s Los Alamos, Sandia, and Lawrence Livermore National Labora-
tories and at the Nevada Test Site, that the science base of the Stockpile Steward-
ship Program is developed and applied. The experimental program is how, in the
absence of nuclear testing, we divide the physics of the explosive sequence into each
of its parts and analyze each separately. Information that we have from the produc-
tion and surveillance activities described previously, helps us to focus our experi-
ments. Information from over 1,000 U.S. nuclear tests also tells us where we need
to fill in gaps in our knowledge through experiment and observation.

Thousands of experiments, large and small, are performed each year in support
of stockpile stewardship. Subcritical experiments help us fill in gaps in empirical
data on the high pressure behavior of plutonium, realistically bench marking data
on the dynamic, non-nuclear behavior of components in today’s stockpile; analyzing
the effects of remanufacturing techniques; understanding the effects of aging mate-
rials; and addressing other technical issues. Information from these experiments
will be key to qualifying the pit production capability at Los Alamos National Lab-
oratory, as well as certifying the performance of weapons which will contain the re-
placement pits. These experiments also contribute significantly to the maintenance
of the critical infrastructure and qualifications of skilled personnel at the Nevada
Test Site to maintain readiness.

With the right tools, we can do a thorough job of investigating the first part of
the nuclear explosion; that is, the implosion of the plutonium pit by high explosive,
with non-nuclear experiments. We can measure a number of important features by
taking X-ray pictures during critical parts of the experiment, and we can measure
the time evolution of the implosion with arrays of contact sensors (called pins). We
can then compare these pictures and time histories with calculations and with pre-
vious data from the more than 1,000 underground nuclear tests and 14,000 surveil-
lance tests. Ultimately, we require better pictures at multiple times to certify rebuilt
pits and 3-D simulations of weapon performance.

During fiscal year 1999, we conducted some 14 non-nuclear hydrotests at the
Pulsed High Energy Radiographic Machine Emitting X-rays (PHERMEX) and re-
lated facilities at the Los Alamos National Laboratory; and about 15 tests at the
Flash X-Ray (FXR) and B851 Site 300 facilities at the Lawrence Livermore National
Laboratory. In addition, we conduct up to 1000 less complex experiments per year
aimed at preparing for larger tests and subcritical experiments, and for under-
standing high-explosives behavior and explosive effects on materials. In fiscal year
2000 and fiscal year 2001, we anticipate conducting a similar number of experi-
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ments with major radiography shots, primarily at the Dual-Axis Radiographic Hy-
drodynamic Test (DARHT) Facility.

The DARHT facility at the Los Alamos National Laboratory, a massive, advanced
X-ray facility, will examine an imploding pit model from two different directions at
greatly improved resolution and will replace PHERMEX as the primary radiography
machine at Los Alamos. The first axis of DARHT is now operational. In addition,
under the auspices of the National Hydro Program, DARHT will perform some of
the Livermore tests formerly done at the FXR machine located at LLNL. The build-
ing to house the second axis of DARHT is complete, and the accelerator is under
construction, due for completion in fiscal year 2002.

The FXR firing site has been shut down since early fiscal year 1999 for construc-
tion of the Contained Firing Facility which will be completed in fiscal year 2001.
FXR is currently being used for non- explosive, beam target development tests in
support of the second axis of DARHT.

Experiments using the Los Alamos Neutron Science Center (LANSCE) are inves-
tigating proton radiography, a new technique in which proton beams from a linear
accelerator are used directly in a novel approach to hydrodynamics-radiography
that, if successful, could provide required additional information to our radiographic
process of certifying pits. This technique is one of the candidate technologies being
considered to make detailed, three-dimensional “motion pictures” of the implosion
process. Smaller-scale dynamic proton radiography experiments have already been
performed at LANSCE to address important certification issues (e.g., cold high-ex-
plosives performance), paving the way for validation of advanced explosives simula-
tion models.

In 1998, the Z-pulsed power facility at Sandia achieved record X-ray energy and
temperature levels. In 2001, we plan to conduct about 180 shots in Z in the areas
of weapons effects, weapons physics, and ignition. A major activity at Z during fiscal
year 2001 will be the completion of installation of the beamlet laser from the Law-
rence Livermore National Laboratory which will be used as a diagnostic on Z. This
diagnostic will enhance investigations in all areas.

The Inertial Confinement Fusion Program, in conjunction with the other steward-
ship campaigns, is currently developing detailed experimental plans to achieve igni-
tion and to address other stewardship issues during National Ignition Facility (NIF)
operations.

Construction is underway for NIF, an essential element in the long-term success
of the Stockpile Stewardship Program. NIF, the world’s largest laser, will enable our
scientists to generate conditions of temperature and pressure approaching those
that occur in nuclear weapons. Demonstrations of how aged or changed materials
could behave under these unique conditions will provide data essential to validate
computer based predictions. Recently, laser glass has been produced which meets
all required technical specifications. This is a major program accomplishment. All
the enabling technologies required for construction of NIF have been demonstrated
with the exception of coatings that will not incur damage at the laser energy levels
required for ignition later in this decade. The NIF building is about 85 percent com-
pleted. The 10-meter diameter aluminum target chamber is installed in the build-
ing. The Optics Assembly Building to be used for final precision cleaning of the opti-
cal components which will be installed in the laser’s beam path, and the Central
Plant and its cooling towers, have been turned over to the laboratory for operation.

Integration, schedule and cost problems associated with the construction of the
National Ignition Facility (NIF) were identified to DOE in late August of last year.
On September 3, 1999, Secretary of Energy Richardson announced a series of ac-
tions to address these problems. In response, Defense Programs, DOE’s Oakland
Operations Office, the Lawrence Livermore National Laboratory, and NIF project
management have been working together to put the project back on track as di-
rected by Secretary Richardson. The NIF project method of execution is being
changed to address the increased complexity of this state-of-the-art system, and the
cleanliness problems in assembling and installing the laser and target system infra-
structure. As a result, assembly and installation of the beampath infrastructure sys-
tem will now be managed and performed by industrial partners with proven records
of constructing similarly complex facilities.

At the Secretary’s direction, an independent task force was formed by the Sec-
retary of Energy Advisory Board (SEAB) to review options to complete the project
and to recommend the best technical course of action. The overall conclusion in the
interim report to the SEAB stated, “The Task Force has not uncovered any technical
or managerial obstacles that would, in principle, prevent the completion of the NIF
laser system. Nevertheless, serious challenges and hurdles remain. The NIF Task
Force believes, however, that with appropriate corrective actions, a strong manage-
ment team, additional funds, an extension of the schedule and recognition that NIF
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is, at its core, a research and development project, the NIF laser system can be com-
pleted.” The project is currently developing a new NIF baseline which will be cer-
tified by the Department and submitted to Congress as required. We will be work-
ing with the Lawrence Livermore National Laboratory management and internally
within Defense Programs to get the project back on track. Your continued support
of the NIF project, as a key element of the Stockpile Stewardship Program, is essen-
tial. The Secretary has committed to work closely with Congress on this issue.

SIMULATION AND COMPUTATION

Data from U.S. nuclear tests, experiments, surveillance, and production activities,
provide input to the Stockpile Stewardship Program supercomputers. Sandia, Los
Alamos and Lawrence Livermore National Laboratories are collaborating on the
supercomputing program. While advanced computing has always been a feature of
the nuclear weapons program, the computing speed, power and level of detail re-
quired to certify existing nuclear weapons without nuclear testing has required an
extraordinary collaborative effort that is breaking barriers undreamed of only five
years ago.

The Accelerated Strategic Computing Initiative (ASCI) is developing the high-per-
formance computational modeling and numerical simulation capabilities necessary
to integrate theory, existing data, and new experimental data to predict results that
can be verified and validated. The ASCI program, a collaborative effort between the
U.S. government and U.S. industry, is developing the world’s fastest, most powerful
computational and advanced simulation and modeling capabilities. These advanced
supercomputers are needed to fully implement science-based methods and to assess
and certify the safety, security, and reliability of the stockpile without underground
nuclear testing.

Advanced computational capabilities that include application codes, computing
platforms, and various tools and techniques, are being developed under ASCI and
incorporated into ongoing stockpile computational activities. This technology is
being developed at about twice the rate of commercial computing speed and power
advances. ASCI has been highly successful in meeting its milestones and providing
effective new tools to support Stockpile Stewardship. Information developed from
other elements of the Stockpile Stewardship Program, such as NIF and our subcrit-
ical experiments, will provide the basic physics models and data for ASCI simula-
tions.

At the end of fiscal year 1998, ASCI unveiled its second generation of computing
systems. Two major systems capable of running in excess of three trillion operations
per second (3 TeraOps) peak speed were delivered ahead of schedule and within
budget. Blue Pacific, developed by IBM, is located at the Lawrence Livermore Na-
tional Laboratory (LLNL), and Blue Mountain, developed by SGI, is located at the
Los Alamos National Laboratory (LANL). These systems are each 15,000 times fast-
er and have roughly 80,000 times the memory of the average personal desktop com-
puter. Under the Blue Pacific program, a world record 1.2 TeraOPS was achieved
on a hydrodynamics benchmark while a second benchmark run set a world record
with 70.8 billion zones.

On February 12, 1998, the Department announced the selection of IBM to partner
with ASCI on the Option White 10 TeraOps supercomputer to be located at LLNL.
Building upon the experience and knowledge gained with the 3 TeraOps Blue Moun-
tain system, LANL is procuring a computational system that will achieve a peak
performance level of 30 TeraOps by mid-year 2001. And the Department’s first gen-
eration Option Red Intel computer system, installed at the Sandia National Labora-
tories in 1996, has been upgraded with faster processors and more memory and is
now operating in production mode at a peak speed of more than 3 TeraOps.

The ASCI Defense Applications and Modeling Campaign has recently completed
the first three-dimensional simulation of a nuclear weapon primary explosion and
has compared the results with the data from an underground test. This calculation,
an important first step toward simulating a complete nuclear weapon, was per-
formed by the Lawrence Livermore National Laboratory during December 1999.

Completion of the prototype ASCI burn code required to perform the above cal-
culation was the first of an ambitious serious of mileposts required to achieve a
high-fidelity simulation of a full nuclear weapon system by 2004. The code team at
LLNL met this very difficult milepost on schedule and with code capabilities that
exceeded the established programmatic specifications. Future mileposts require a
continued effort to extend this calculation to nuclear weapons secondaries and later
to full weapons systems. At the same time, other mileposts address the advanced
physics and materials models that will be required to achieve the highly accurate
simulations that are needed in the absence of underground nuclear tests.
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Weapons designers are already utilizing these new three-dimensional codes and
the ASCI computer systems to support assessment of the stockpile. They have run
simulations to support the certifications of the B61 modification and the W76 neu-
tron generator. These simulations would not have been possible without the capa-
bility provided by the ASCI platforms performing at the TeraOps level. However,
three-dimensional, high-fidelity simulation of a full weapon system and its perform-
ance, as defined by scientists and engineers at DOE national laboratories, will re-
quire a minimum of 100 TeraOps of computing capability.

The unprecedented computational power of ASCI is also being made available to
selected groups in the university community through the Academic Strategic Alli-
ances Program. In 1997, the Department awarded contracts to five major U.S. uni-
versities—Stanford University, California Institute of Technology, the University of
Chicago, the University of Utah, and the University of Illinois. The work of the uni-
versity teams is of similar difficulty and complexity to that needed for Stockpile
Stewardship and will provide benchmarks by which we can assess the accuracy of
our own work. These projects are expected to lead to major advances in computer
simulation technologies as well as to discoveries in basic and applied science, areas
important to ASCI, the broader Stockpile Stewardship Program, and other applica-
tion areas. Applications being developed and run by the university teams are un-
classified and deal with significant non-defense scientific priorities.

TECHNOLOGY PARTNERSHIPS PROGRAMS

The Defense Programs Technology Partnerships Program, which has been restruc-
tured and directly integrated into Stockpile Stewardship activities, represents an
important investment in near-term and future capabilities. The private sector has
technical leadership in many areas that are critical to the nuclear weapons pro-
gram. The Technology Partnership Program sponsored collaborations between the
national laboratories, plants and industry are contributing to all components of the
Stockpile Stewardship Program. Developing these collaborations has been chal-
lenging but there are a number of successes. For example, a partnership between
Sandia National Laboratories (SNL) and General Electric has improved SNL’s capa-
bility in the production of neutron generators, a critical weapons component. An-
other example is the Los Alamos National Laboratory collaborations with Dow
Chemical and PPG on predictive modeling of materials aging. The ability to accu-
rately predict material lifetimes and reliability has paramount consequences for the
Nuclear Weapons Stockpile Stewardship Program and for major industrial chal-
lenges like aging effects on an array of materials from car frames and engine parts
to medical implants. Measured progress in these partnerships remains beneficial to
Stockpile Stewardship and to other national concerns.

BUDGET SUMMARY FOR FISCAL YEAR 2001—WEAPONS ACTIVITIES ACCOUNT SUMMARY

[In thousands of dollars]

Fiscal year

20000 Cohnwarable
1999 Current 2000 Current Om- 2001 Re-  Chamee-—
approprlijg?\et;]n appmpr?;;{?(;]n Dparroapbrilgtiaol?]- queste percent
Operations & Maintenance $3,899,601 $3,904,464 $3,798,654 $4,179,827 10.0
Fiscal year 2000 Supplemental 55,000 55,000 i —100.0
PY Work conducted in fiscal year 1999 .......cccocoovvvveerrnnnee 28,558

Subtotal, 0&M 3,928,159 3,959,464 3,853,654 4,179,827 85
Construction 518,984 530,256 530,256 414,173 -219

Subtotal, Weapons Activities ...........ccccoerverunn. 4447143  4489,720 4,383,910 4,594,000 438
Use of PY Balances —50,994 —17,668 —7,668 .. —100.0
Less Proposed Supplemental —55000  —55000 ...ooverennee. —100.0

Total Weapons ACIVItIES .......ccooovvvvrererrivriinnnnnns 4,396,149 4,427,052 4,321,242 4,594, 000 6.3

The fiscal year 2001 Operations and Maintenance (O&M) request increases 8.5
percent above the comparable fiscal year 2000 appropriated level, including the
pending supplemental request. The supplemental request is a result of recommenda-
tions in the 30 Day Review which highlighted fiscal year 2000 budget pressures
caused by increased security requirements and issues that have emerged since the
fiscal year 2000 Congressional budget was submitted. The $55 million would provide
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additional funding to address critical skills retention and other issues at the Y-12,
Kansas City and Pantex plants, and would continue activities necessary to restart
enriched uranium operations at Y-12.

The construction request is about 22 percent below the fiscal year 2000 request
level, reflecting programmed decreases in appropriations for major projects, includ-
ing the National Ignition Facility (NIF) and the Dual Axis Radiographic Hydro-
dynamic Testing Facility (DARHT), and completion of funding for six projects. The
request level supports a continuing program of infrastructure renewal at the labora-
tories, as well as the start of construction for three key new experimental and man-
ufacturing facilities.

DECISION UNIT SUMMARY

[In millions of dollars]

Fiscal year
Comparable
2000 Com- 2001 Con- change—
1999 Current 2000 Current :
appropriation  appropriation pparro%l:il:t?oz- grrizsulgsntal percent
Stockpile Stewardship $2.113.1 $2,200.6
Stockpile Management 2,055.4 11,991.8
PY Work conducted in fiscal year 1999 .......cccocovvverrnnae 28.6
Stockpile Stewardship 0&M:
Directed Stockpile Work $760.0 $836.6 10.1
Campaigns 928.6 1,049.9 13.1
Readiness in Tech Base 1,870.0 1,953.6 45
Subtotal 3,558.6 3,840.1 79
Secure Transportation Asset 91.5 91.5 115.7 26.5
Program Direction 250.0 205.8 203.6 224.1 10.1
Construction 530.3 4142 —219
Subtotal 4,447.1 4,489.7 4,383.9 4,594.0 48
Use of Prior Yr Balances —51.0 -7.7 717 .. —100.0
Less Proposed Supplemental —55.0 —100.0
Total, Weapons Activities ..........cccooeverireerres 4396.1 4.427.0 4321.2 4.594.0 6.3
Federal Staffing 1,777 1,751 1,751 1,787 21
DP-Funded M&0?2 22,739 21,582 22,625 22,570 —0.2

Llncludes $55 million proposed supplemental funding.
2Fiscal year 1999 End of Year; fiscal year 2000 and fiscal year 2001 projections are averages for labs and headcounts for plants.

The fiscal year 2001 budget request supports the transition to performance-based
program management and budgeting for the Stockpile Stewardship Program. The
overall increase in fiscal year 2001 will cover: inflationary increases; support current
infrastructure; and does not anticipate involuntary layoffs at the laboratories, Ne-
vada Test Site, or production plants at this time. We have protected our highest pri-
ority work associated with pit aging issues, surety improvements, and stockpile sup-
port activities.

Stewardship O&M provides funding for activities carried out by integrated con-
tractors encompassing Directed Stockpile Work, Campaigns, and Readiness in Tech-
nical Base and Facilities; principally at the Lawrence Livermore, Los Alamos and
Sandia National Laboratories, production facilities at Kansas City, Pantex, Savan-
nah River and Y-12, and the Nevada Test Site. The program activities link directly
with DP’s performance goals and objectives in the Strategic Plan. They provide the
technical basis for confidence in the safety, reliability, and performance of the U.S.
weapons stockpile in the absence of underground nuclear testing. The programs
have been balanced to develop and maintain essential scientific and technical capa-
bilities over the long-term while meeting near-term workload requirements and
schedules, within a modern integrated complex with unique and interdependent fa-
cilities. On a comparable basis, the fiscal year 2001 request for Stewardship O&M
activities is approximately 7.9 percent above the fiscal year 2000 request, including
the pending fiscal year 2000 supplemental.

Directed Stockpile Workload increases 10.1 percent in fiscal year 2001. Production
schedules for gas generators, neutron generators and tritium reservoirs in the Mas-
ter Nuclear Schedule, Volume II, are met. Alteration and modification schedules as
specified in the Production and Planning Directive, principally focused on the W87
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Life Extension Program, schedules are supported. Although we will be working with
the DOD to relax certain outyear schedules, critical near-term stockpile needs are
supported. Limited full scale engineering development continues in support of the
W80 and W76, although we are interested in exploring less complex, lower cost
workload options with the DOD. We are studying the potential transfer of the work
on the W80 from the Los Alamos National Laboratory to the Lawrence Livermore
National Laboratory as a longer-term workload leveling measure. Pit manufacturing
and certification efforts for the W88 continue.

The Campaigns increase $121.3 million, or 13.1 percent above the fiscal year 2000
comparable level of $928.6 million, to support the development of the tools and sci-
entific capabilities required to maintain and certify the nuclear stockpile without
underground nuclear testing into the future. The budget request allocates signifi-
cant program growth over fiscal year 2000 to the highest priorities: supporting cam-
paign activities and key milestones in Pit Manufacturing Readiness (+54 percent
growth); Primary Certification (+41 percent growth); Enhanced Surveillance (+21
percent growth); and ICF and High Yield (+21 percent growth). Program growth
in the 10 to 20 percent range is allocated in the Secondary Certification, Advanced
Radiography, and Certification in Hostile Environments campaigns.

Pit Manufacturing Readiness, which increases $38.1 million, or 54 percent above
the fiscal year 2000 comparable level, will focus on continuing the manufacture of
development pits leading towards the manufacture of a certifiable W88 pit. In-
creased funding will support the hiring of production staffing and the procurement
and installation of reliability equipment. Subsequent to fiscal year 2001, activities
will move from manufacturing development pits to steady state manufacture of pits
for qualification and production pits for placement into the stockpile.

Primary Certification, which increases $11.9 million, or 41 percent above the fis-
cal year 2000 comparable level, performs increasingly complex integrated hydro-
dynamic radiography and subcritical experiments for development of simulation
codes and weapon certification.

Enhanced Surveillance, which increases $15.6 million, or 21 percent above the fis-
cal year 2000 comparable level, will include a pit study to determine whether pit
lifetimes equal or exceed 60 years (enabling substantial deferral or downsizing of
a potential new pit manufacturing facility) and the development and implementa-
tion of new, non-destructive examination tools for early detection of potential flaws.

Inertial Confinement Fusion Ignition and High Yield, which increases $21.1 mil-
lion, or 21 percent above the fiscal year 2000 comparable level, will support the de-
sign and development of the NIF Cryogenic System, the development of the initial
set of core target diagnostics and laser characterization diagnostics for NIF, ignition
target design, development and experiments to verify conditions necessary for igni-
tion, weapons physics experiments which also support other Stewardship cam-
paigns.

Secondary Certification and Nuclear Systems Margins, which increases $8.6 mil-
lion, or 19 percent above the fiscal year 2000 comparable level, will support design
of above ground experiments to examine HE-induced case dynamics and perform-
anc(cia {ssues required for code validation and to enhance capabilities in hydrodynamic
modeling.

Advanced Radiography, which increases $5.1 million, or 14 percent above the fis-
cal year 2000 comparable level, optimizes the first axis beam on DARHT which be-
came operational in fiscal year 1999. Research and development will be conducted
to begin to define the requirements for advanced radiography capabilities to support
certification of refurbished and replaced primaries.

Certification in Hostile Environments, which increases $1.6 million, or 12 percent
above the fiscal year 2000 comparable level, will allow us to start the development
of System Generated Electromagnetic Pulse model validation for the ASCI codes to
support the W76 Arming Firing and Fusing (AF&F) certification, to work on 0.5 m
rad/hard (silicon-on-insulator) technologies for the W76 and future AF&F refurbish-
ments , and to accelerate the calculations of weapons outputs.

We are maintaining progress on achieving an assured source of tritium, although
we are suspending the efforts on the preliminary design for the backup Accelerator
Production of Tritium plant. We are developing advanced stewardship tools, particu-
larly simulation and modeling, the Dual Axis Radiographic Hydrodynamic Test
(DARHT) facility, 3D burn codes, and subcritical experiments. These activities are
essential to maintain confidence in the safety of the stockpile without underground
nuclear testing to assure that the U.S. will continue to certify the effectiveness of
the nuclear weapon stockpile into the future.

Within the Readiness in Technical Base and Facilities decision unit, the largest
category supporting operations of facilities is essentially flat from the fiscal year
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2000 level. There is significant growth over fiscal year 2000 in other categories such
as Containers, Program Readiness, and Advanced Simulation and Computing.

Advanced Simulation and Computing increase $80 million, about 20 percent, in-
cluding: $3.9 million to accommodate final development and delivery of 10 TeraOps
system and ongoing operating expenses for the 3 TeraOps (LANL and SNL) sys-
tems; $8.7 million for Distance and Distributed Computing (DisCom2) efforts to
scale up software development and network bandwidth substantially in order to en-
able tri-lab use of the 10 TeraOps platform under demanding conditions; $45.1 mil-
lion for Visual Interactive Environment for Weapons Simulation (VIEWS) for inte-
grating visualization and data management and developing technologies that con-
tribute to the “see and understand” capabilities for 3D simulation codes data with
increased levels of fidelity and for new computing and display equipment and soft-
ware development to use scalable parallel technologies and, $13.0 million for Col-
laborations with University Partners, Alliances, Institutes and Fellowships for exist-
ing commitments and expansion of the program along with continued development
of partnerships with expertise in academia.

The Department’s Secure Transportation Asset is requesting a funding increase
of 26.5 percent over fiscal year 2000 to support its plan to continue to redress secu-
rity and other vulnerabilities identified in recent Departmental evaluations, includ-
ing the replacement of safe secure transporters (SST’s) with the next generation
SafeGuards transporters, equipment and escort vehicle upgrades, recruitment of
new courier classes, and enhanced inservice training.

Defense Programs is requesting an increase in Program Direction funding of $20.5
million, a 10.1 percent percent increase over the fiscal year 2000 appropriation. The
largest portion of this increase, $11.0 million, is to cover the DP federal staff’s sala-
ries and benefits. This increase covers expected cost of living increases, step in-
creases, promotions, and full year funding for the 30 new hires to be brought on-
board during fiscal year 2000 at headquarters as part of the Secretary’s Workforce
21 initiative to fill critical mission skill positions. The request supports the Secre-
tarial Scientific Retention and Recruiting initiative to enhance scientific and tech-
nical talent in the federal workforce, and provides flexibility to relocate staff and
consolidate functions among headquarters, operations office and area offices in fiscal
year 2001.

Construction includes all DP-funded, line item infrastructure and programmatic
construction projects at the laboratories, Nevada Test Site, and plants. The con-
struction request is about 22 percent below the fiscal year 2000 level. This reduction
reflects the completion of appropriations for six projects, and planned decreases for
three more, including the National Ignition Facility (NIF) and DARHT experimental
facilities that are progressing towards completion. Three new starts are also pro-
posed: the Distributed Information Systems Lab at the Sandia National Laboratory
in California; Highly Enriched Uranium Storage Facility at Y-12; and Weapon Eval-
uation Testing Laboratory at Pantex; and in addition, Defense Programs is piloting
the Departmental initiative to request “Preliminary Project Design and Engineer-
ing” funding for potential out year new construction starts. This pilot project is in-
tended to remedy problems in construction projects related to inadequate scope defi-
nition and premature cost estimates. Construction funds included in the fiscal year
2000 request for NIF do not reflect forthcoming cost and schedule changes.

CONCLUSION

Stockpile Stewardship is a one-of-a-kind endeavor. It is unique in that we are re-
sponsible for a product that everyone hopes we will never have to use. It is unique
in the same way that the Manhattan Project and Apollo moon program were: inno-
vative, creative approaches to something new under the sun with no margin for
error. It is unique in that we are not making any new weapons, but are only main-
taining existing inventory. We must continue both to maintain current models with-
out total system testing, but also be prepared to return to design, production and
testing if directed to do so by the President. Every year, our success on the job must
be certified to the President. Our responsibilities and capabilities are often the focus
of heated public debate and occupy a singular position in the formulation of foreign
and defense policy.

On the other hand, Stockpile Stewardship involves many industrial processes
common to private industry. We must be sure that product replacement parts con-
tinue to be available and that new materials and processes are compatible with
maintaining our existing inventory in perfect working order without underground
nuclear testing. To get the job done right, we rely on advanced scientific expertise,
complex experimental capabilities, historic product data, and highly sophisticated
computer calculations—bottom line—more high tech than almost any other organi-
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zation. We have high level security and safety concerns, transportation needs, envi-
ronmental responsibilities, downsizing requirements, workforce and training issues,
cost-benefit trade-offs to consider, and other problems similar to those faced by pri-
vate businesses, although in a unique context. And, as is usually the case in any
business or government activity, our people remain the key to our success now and
in the future.

Properly supported and carefully managed, I believe the Stockpile Stewardship
program will continue to maintain, indefinitely, a safe and reliable stockpile without
the need to conduct nuclear testing. I know of no other national security issue more
important for our nation in this new millennium of great challenges.

ADVANCED MANUFACTURING TECHNOLOGY

Senator DOMENICI. Thank you very much. Now you have pro-
vided examples of the type of improvements needed in the weapons
program. Can I clarify those three items you sent up here for us
to look at?

General GIOCONDA. The strong link, switches——

Sgnator DoMENICI. Yes, now the very heavy one is the current
one’

General GIOCONDA. Yes. It is the one currently in a lot of our
stockpile, or versions of it.

Senator DOMENICI. Then the second one is a little machine inside
of that plastic box. Is that little machine going to take the place
of the big one?

General GIOCONDA. Yes, sir, it can. It also will be closer to the
actual prevention of detonation by moving it closer to the actual
thing you are worried about.

Senator DOMENICI. Then the third one was another change in
evolution into a little tiny strip that will do the same thing as the
box with 500 pieces?

General GIOCONDA. Yes, sir.

Senator DOMENICI. I note there are some young people in the au-
dience this morning. You are not from my State, but could you
maybe tell us where you are from? Who is the leader of the crowd?
b VCi(ICE. We are from Alabama, Minnesota, South Dakota, and Ne-

raska.

Senator DOMENICI. Well, we welcome you to this hearing. We are
going to pass these three exhibits to you, and you can look at them.

Without going into too much detail, the heavy one is the one we
are currently using to make sure our nuclear weapons cannot be
armed in the case of accidents or the like. The next one right be-
hind it is a modern, technologically improved item that takes the
place of that one, and then if you look at the third one you will see
a little tiny strip of tape. It is a microchip. It takes the place of
the other two, and this will just show you the kind of changes that
are occurring in science and technology.

This committee is going to consider and ultimately pass a bill
that provides for the nuclear weaponry for the United States, and
also for the Energy Department in terms of nonnuclear energy re-
search and the like. So this is a small but important Subcommittee
on Appropriations, and we welcome you to our hearing, and we
hope you have a great time from the States you're from, and that
you have a safe trip home.

Do any of you young people have a quick question for the wit-
nesses?

[No response.]
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Senator DOMENICI. Okay. You can be thinking about that and we
will let you ask that later. If you stick around awhile maybe you
can write one up between you.

The next witness today is Ms. Rose Gottemoeller, Acting Deputy
for Defense Nuclear Nonproliferation. Would you proceed with no
more than 10 minutes?

STATEMENT OF ROSE GOTTEMOELLER

Ms. GOTTEMOELLER. Mr. Chairman, Thank you very much for
the opportunity to appear before this subcommittee. As always, I
welcome the opportunity to tell you and your colleagues about our
program.

As you know, my office has undergone a number of organiza-
tional changes over the course of the last year. Specifically, in the
National Nuclear Security Administration, my office, the Office of
Nonproliferation and National Security, has been redesignated as
the Office of Defense Nuclear Nonproliferation. In addition, the De-
partment’s Office of Fissile Materials Disposition was incorporated
into this new office. Implementation of these new arrangements
has gone very well, and we are now better able to respond to pro-
liferation challenges, in my view.

FISCAL YEAR 2001 BUDGET REQUEST

In the office’s fiscal year 2001 budget request is $906 million.
This figure incorporates both the former Office of Nonproliferation
and National Security, for which we are requesting $683 million,
and on a comparable basis an increase of $136 million, or 21 per-
cent above the fiscal year 2000 appropriation and the Office of
Fissile Material disposition for which we are requesting $223 mil-
lion on a comparable basis, an increase of $22 million, or a 10-per-
cent increase above the fiscal year 2000 appropriation.

Mr. Chairman, I appear to need my glasses at this age for num-
bers. I apologize. In any event, I will proceed.

LONG-TERM RUSSIAN INITIATIVE

A major priority for the Department of Energy in the coming fis-
cal year is a proposed $100-million long-term, nonproliferation pro-
gram with Russia developed by Secretary Richardson as a key part
of the President’s fiscal year 2001 budget request for the expanded
threat reduction initiative. The proposed $100-million initiative
should be reviewed in the context of our broader effort in Russia
to end the production of fissile materials and reduce existing stock-
piles, an effort that includes the plutonium disposition program,
the HEU purchase agreement, and the plutonium production reac-
tor agreement.

Allow me to give you a few details concerning the new initiative,
which is divided into two parts. The first involves the nuclear fuel
cycle, for which we are requesting $70 million, and the second cov-
ers the Russian nuclear infrastructure, for which we are requesting
$30 million.

Let me turn first to our work on the nuclear fuel cycle under the
new initiative. Since 1992, the United States has invested substan-
tial resources to cooperate with Russia to secure and eliminate
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weapons-grade nuclear materials in Russia’s military nuclear pro-
gram.

We aim to expand these efforts by strengthening the security and
accounting for existing civil plutonium stockpiles, preventing the
further accumulation of separated plutonium from spent fuel pro-
duced by civil nuclear power reactors, and raising technical bar-
riers to the possible misuse of civil nuclear technologies to further
weapons programs.

MORATORIUM ON SEPARATED CIVIL PLUTONIUM

A key aspect of the nuclear fuel cycle work is a proposed morato-
rium on the further accumulation of separated civil plutonium from
spent fuel. Each year, Russia produces approximately 2 metric tons
of separated civil plutonium at its Mayak reprocessing plant, add-
ing by 2 metric tons per year to their growing stockpile of more
than 30 metric tons of this material and, sir, I feel it is particularly
important, given our emphasis in our plutonium disposition pro-
gram on disposing of approximately 2 metric tons a year, that we
do get a handle on this additional production of 2 metric tons per
year.

To support this moratorium, we are proposing to assist Russia in
designing, licensing, and constructing a dry storage facility for civil
reactor spent fuel that would otherwise have been reprocessed. Our
funds will support the development of technically sound, environ-
mentally safe and secure approaches to spent fuel packaging and
storage.

A second program area involves collaborative research to en-
hance the proliferation resistance of nuclear reactors and fuel cy-
cles. The stages of collaboration include refining nonproliferation
performance metrics, evaluating specific technologies against these
metrics, and ultimately developing the most promising options that
incorporate safety, environmental, and economic considerations in
addition to nonproliferation. Major research and development in-
vestments in this area are conditioned on Russia fulfilling its com-
mitments to curtail nuclear cooperation with Iran.

RUSSIAN NUCLEAR INFRASTRUCTURE

Now, let me turn to the second part of the initiative, our work
on the Russian nuclear infrastructure. A requested $30 million is
to support new initiatives to address nonproliferation dangers asso-
ciated with Russia’s nuclear infrastructure. We will expand efforts
to consolidate nuclear weapons usable material in fewer sites and
fewer buildings, and to improve material protection and control in
highly sensitive Russian Navy nuclear sites.

New funds will also further advance national security goals by
helping to accelerate the closure of nuclear warhead assembly and
disassembly lines at the Avangard and Penza-19 plants in Russia,
two out of the four Russian warhead production plants.

New funds will also support the expansion of our work in co-
operation with the Ministry of Atomic Energy Situation and Crisis
Center to permit networking of Russian nuclear complex facilities
to that center for emergency management and response.

Now, Mr. Chairman, I would like to turn briefly to two other pro-
gram areas, our material protection control and accounting pro-
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gram, which is progressing well, and our brain drain programs. We
have improved the security of 450 metric tons of fissile material at
more than 30 sites in Russia under our material protection control
and accounting program.

GENERAL ACCOUNTING OFFICE REPORT

A recent GAO report of which you may be aware criticizes the
Department for having completed security upgrades for only 7 per-
cent of the material considered at risk. The GAO’s assertion is not
accurate. In fact, we have completed rapid security upgrades for
450 metric tons of highly enriched uranium and plutonium, or ap-
proximately 70 percent of the estimated stock of at-risk materials.

These upgrades include quick fixes, such as fortifying entrance
and exit points, placing 1-ton concrete blocks on material storage
areas, or even just bricking up windows to secure these sites
against terrorist and outsider attacks.

The 7-percent figure cited by the GAO refers only to those sites
where we have completed all upgrades.

A key part of our strategy in the coming year is to embark upon
a strategic planning process, which was one recommendation in the
GAO report, with an eye toward increasing efficiencies, reducing
costs, and promoting sustainable operations.

We are completing at the present time a model project further
to consolidate and convert more than 200 kilograms of highly en-
riched uranium and plan to convert an additional 600 kilograms of
this material. Over the next 2 years, our goal is to convert 8 to 10
additional metric tons of highly enriched uranium and that, as I
see it, is an important new direction for the program to consolidate
materials and ensure that over time the number of facilities and
buildings we have to address are actually fewer in number through
the consolidation process.

NUCLEAR CITIES INITIATIVE

I would now like to turn very briefly to our flagship brain drain
prevention programs, the Nuclear Cities Initiative [NCI], for which
we are requesting $17.5 million, and the Initiatives for a Prolifera-
tion Prevent [IPP] program, for which we are requesting $22.5 mil-
lion.

I would like to make a couple of remarks about the Nuclear Cit-
ies Initiative, which has had considerable successes in the last cou-
ple of weeks. In fact, we have had underway high-level strategic
planning efforts with the Ministry of Atomic Energy in both Sarov
and Snezhinsk. The Sarov strategic plan was completed last Sep-
tember, and we have among other things identified the reduction
of 6,000 employees at the Institute for Experimental Physics in
Sarov.

In addition, we are accelerating the shut-down of weapons as-
sembly and disassembly at the Avangard plant, and recently signed
an agreement to produce medical equipment at the Avangard plant
through a German-American medical equipment company. This
particular project was mentioned, you may have seen, on CNN last
Friday night, when we were actually able to announce that pro-
gram just last Friday.
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Also last week we completed a strategic planning process for the
City of Snezhinsk, and there we will have a second open computing
center as well as a number of major industrial projects, and so I
feel for our two out of three cities we are proceeding to a closing
stage in completing the strategic planning process, which was an
effort that was really underscored as necessary by our counterparts
and colleagues here on Capitol Hill.

A third team is in Moscow at the present time to move forward
on strategic planning for the City of Zheleznogorsk, so Mr. Chair-
man, I will just conclude by underscoring that we have taken the
recommendations of this body to heart and are truly moving out on
tging to define carefully successful projects under this particular
effort.

PREPARED STATEMENT

I would like to submit the rest of my remarks for the record, if
I may, and thank you for your attention.
[The statement follows:]

PREPARED STATEMENT OF ROSE GOTTEMOELLER
INTRODUCTION

Mr. Chairman and members of this Subcommittee, thank you for the opportunity
to appear before you today to present this statement for the record on the Depart-
ment of Energy’s fiscal year 2001 budget request for the Office of the Deputy Ad-
ministrator for Defense Nuclear Nonproliferation, formerly the Office of Non-
proliferation and National Security. I look forward to working with you, Chairman
Domenici, and with the rest of the members of the Subcommittee on Energy and
Water Development, as we address some of the many serious challenges facing our
nation today.

It has been more than a decade since the Berlin Wall fell, opening a new era in
history. While the Soviet threat is gone, dangers arising from the global spread of
nuclear, chemical and biological weapons, and missiles for their delivery, remain
with us. These dangers are real and increasingly unpredictable. As President Clin-
ton recently declared, the proliferation of weapons of mass destruction “continues
to pose an unusual and extraordinary threat to the national security, foreign policy,
and economy of the United States.” As a nation, we may face no greater challenge
than to prevent these weapons from falling into the hands of those who would use
them against us or our allies.

As you know, my Office has undergone a number of organizational changes over
the course of the last year. Specifically, Title 32 of the National Defense Authoriza-
tion Act for fiscal year 2000 calls for the creation of a new National Nuclear Secu-
rity Administration (NNSA). In the NNSA, my Office, the Office of Nonproliferation
and National Security, has been re-designated as the Office of Defense Nuclear Non-
proliferation. In addition, the Department’s Office of Fissile Materials Disposition
was incorporated into this new Office. Implementation of these new arrangements
have gone very well. We are now better able to respond to proliferation challenges.
In a separate reorganization effort, the Office of Security Affairs and the Office of
Emergency Management, formerly in the Office of Nonproliferation and National Se-
curity, were transferred to the new Office of Security and Emergency Operations led
by General Eugene Habiger (USAF Ret.). This move was part of the Secretary’s ini-
tiative to centralize the Department’s domestic nuclear security functions. And fi-
nally, to address the management demands and significant budget share of our Ma-
terial Protection, Control and Accounting Program (MPC&A), I created a new divi-
sion in 1999 and added to it important remaining functions in international emer-
gency management. The new division is called the Office of International Materials
Protection and Emergency Cooperation. I am confident that the combined effect of
these changes will sharpen our ability to address the proliferation problem.

FISCAL YEAR 2001 BUDGET REQUEST

The Office’s fiscal year 2001 budget request is $906 million. This figure incor-
porates both the former Office of Nonproliferation and National Security, for which
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we are requesting $683 million, on a comparable basis, an increase of $136 million
or 21 percent above the fiscal year 2000 appropriation, and the Office of Fissile Ma-
terials Disposition, for which we are requesting $223 million, on a comparable basis,
an increase of $22 million or a 10 percent increase above the fiscal year 2000 appro-
priation. In general terms, this increase reflects our commitment to meet the ever
growing challenges our nation faces in the international arena, as well as new op-
portunities to consolidate and expand our nonproliferation work in cooperation with
Russia.

LONG TERM NONPROLIFERATION PROGRAM WITH RUSSIA

A major priority for the Department of Energy in the coming fiscal year is a pro-
posed $100 million long term nonproliferation program with Russia, developed by
Secretary Richardson as a key part of the President’s fiscal year 2001 budget re-
quest for the Expanded Threat Reduction Initiative (ETRI). This new program will
improve our ability to respond to the most serious challenges presented by Russian
nuclear facilities and nuclear weapon-usable materials. Activities included in this
program will supplement existing efforts to reduce proliferation dangers in the Rus-
sian military nuclear complex, while addressing a new area, that is, separated plu-
tonium produced in Russia’s civil nuclear sector.

The proposed $100 million initiative should be viewed in the context of our broad-
er effort in Russia to end the production of fissile materials and reduce existing
stockpiles, an effort that includes the Plutonium Disposition program, the HEU Pur-
chase Agreement, and the Plutonium Production Reactor Agreement. These activi-
ties, in addition to the hundreds of millions of dollars we are spending to assist the
Russian Government’s activities to improve fissile material security in Russia, re-
flect our deep concerns over the risks of theft and diversion of nuclear materials in
the unique circumstances of the post-Cold War environment.

Allow me to provide you with a few details concerning this new initiative. There
are essentially two parts. The first involves the nuclear fuel cycle, for which we are
requesting $70 million; the second covers the Russian nuclear infrastructure, for
which we are requesting $30 million.

Nonproliferation and the Nuclear Fuel Cycle ($70 million).—Since 1992, the
United States has invested substantial resources to cooperate with Russia to secure
and eliminate weapon-grade nuclear materials in Russia’s military nuclear program.
We aim to expand these efforts by strengthening security and accounting for exist-
ing civil plutonium stockpiles, preventing the further accumulation of separated plu-
tonium from spent fuel produced by civil nuclear power reactors, and raising tech-
nical barriers to the possible misuse of civil nuclear technologies to further weapons
programs.

A key aspect of the nuclear fuel work is a proposed moratorium on the further
accumulation of separated civil plutonium from spent fuel. Each year, Russia pro-
duces approximately two metric tons of separated civil plutonium at its Mayak re-
processing plant, adding to two metric tons per year to their growing stockpile of
more than 30 metric tons of this material. To support this moratorium, it will be
necessary to assist Russia in designing, licensing, and constructing a dry storage fa-
cility for civil reactor spent fuel that would otherwise have been reprocessed. Funds
will support the development of technically sound, environmentally safe, and secure
approaches to spent fuel packaging and storage. Funds will also support accelerated
completion of material control and accounting work on tens of tons of civil pluto-
nium currently stored at the Mayak site.

A second program area involves collaborative research to enhance the prolifera-
tion resistance of nuclear reactors and fuel cycles. The stages of collaboration in-
clude refining nonproliferation performance metrics, evaluating specific technologies
against those metrics, and ultimately developing the most promising options that
incorporate safety, environmental and economic considerations, in addition to non-
proliferation. Major research and development investments in this area are condi-
tioned on Russia fulfilling its commitment to curtail nuclear cooperation with Iran.
Restrictions will also continue on Russian nuclear entities that engage in nuclear
assistance to Iran.

We will also propose research collaboration on long term solutions to the problem
of managing spent fuel and nuclear waste. This will include further developing the
science underlying geologic repositories and researching environmental, safety and
related issues involved in spent fuel storage.

It bears noting that this bilateral initiative is not intended to address civil fuel
cycle programs outside of Russia. Specifically, the United States will maintain its
commitments regarding the use of plutonium in civil nuclear programs in Western
Europe and Japan.
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Russian Nuclear Infrastructure ($30 million).—$30 million is requested to support
new initiatives to address nonproliferation dangers associated with Russia’s nuclear
infrastructure. We will expand efforts to consolidate nuclear weapon-usable mate-
rials in fewer sites and fewer buildings and to improve material protection and con-
trol in highly sensitive Russian Navy nuclear sites. New funds will also further ad-
vance national security goals by helping to accelerate the closure of the nuclear war-
head assembly and disassembly lines at the Avangard and Penza-19 plants. Our
plan includes financing for non-military projects to support displaced warhead pro-
duction workers. New funds will also support the expansion of our work in coopera-
tion with the Ministry for Atomic Energy’s Situation and Crisis Center to permit
the networking of Russian nuclear complex facilities to that Center for emergency
management and response purposes. And finally, funding will facilitate negotiations
on an internationally funded program to cooperate with Russia on repatriating high-
1)17 emﬁched uranium from Soviet-supplied research reactors in Eastern Europe and
elsewhere.

MATERIALS PROTECTION, CONTROL AND ACCOUNTING

The new $100 million Russia initiative builds on existing programs and successes.
Our Materials Protection, Control and Accounting (MPC&A) program is a good ex-
ample of this success. Through the MPC&A program, we have built a legacy of
trust, solid working relationships and cooperation with Russian agencies, institutes
and scientists, facilitating our efforts to improve the security for the nuclear mate-
rials at highest risk throughout the Russian nuclear complex. This program is an
essential bulwark against the nuclear weapons aspirations of terrorists or countries
of proliferation concern.

Our MPC&A efforts are progressing well. We have improved the security of hun-
dreds of tons of fissile material at more than 30 sites in Russia. Last October, Sec-
retary Richardson and Russian Minister for Atomic Energy Adamov signed a gov-
ernment-to-government agreement that will ensure the job gets done at the remain-
ing sites. We are also nearing completion of a separate implementing agreement
with the Russian Ministry of Defense that will advance our MPC&A work at a num-
ber of very sensitive Russian Navy sites. I have been very impressed with the un-
precedented degree of cooperation and access shown by the Russian Navy to Depart-
ment of Energy employees.

A recent GAO report ! criticizes the Department for having completed security up-
grades for only seven percent of the material considered at risk. The GAQO’s asser-
tion is not accurate. In fact, we have completed rapid security upgrades for 450 met-
ric tons of highly enriched uranium and plutonium, or approximately seventy per-
cent of the estimated stock of at-risk material. These upgrades include quick fixes—
such as fortifying entrance and exit points, placing one ton concrete blocks on mate-
rial storage areas, or even just bricking up windows—to secure these sites against
terrorist or outside attack. The next level of protection includes material tracking
and accounting systems to protect against insiders siphoning off these fissile mate-
rials. Both layers of protection are needed to secure materials well into the future.
The seven percent figure cited by the GAO refers only to those sites where we have
completed both short and long term upgrades.

While the emphasis in our first years of operation was on the “quick fix,” today
we are implementing a strategic plan, with an eye towards increasing efficiencies,
reducing costs, and promoting sustainable operations. A key part of this strategy is
our effort to consolidate and convert highly enriched uranium into a non-weapons-
usable form. We recently completed a model project to consolidate and convert more
than 200 kilograms of highly enriched uranium, and plan to convert an additional
600 kilograms of this material. Over the next two years, our goal is to convert 8—
10 additional metric tons of highly enriched uranium.

“Sustainability” is another important part of our longer term efforts. We must en-
sure that computers for nuclear materials accounting and control remain oper-
ational and that the protective locks we help to install do not rust and break away.
For this task, we will establish training centers, identify credible Russian suppliers
of MPC&A equipment, and help in the development of regulations and security force
procedures, as well as a central system to track amounts and locations for all of
Russia’s nuclear material.

Our strategic plans address two additional issues raised in the GAO report that
I would like to comment on: access to facilities and taxation by the Russian govern-
ment. As you might imagine, access is a sensitive point for Russia since we are

1“Limited Progress in Improving Nuclear Material Security in Russia and the Newly Inde-
pendent States,” GAO/RCED/NSIAD-00-82 (March 2000).



126

working at some of their most highly secret sites. But we are making progress. Sec-
retary Richardson, for example, recently established a special task force to help us
better understand Russia’s requirements for approving visits by DOE personnel and
to share ideas on ways to better facilitate access. I should also stress that this is
not a complex-wide problem. In fact, I would argue that we have more access to
sites than we have money to perform upgrades. Moreover, at major defense sites,
such as Mayak, Krasnoyarsk-45, and Sverdlovsk-44, we have gained considerable
access and are moving quickly to upgrade material security. Sites that fail to grant
access do not receive contracts for work.

Russian taxation of our MPC&A cooperation is another area where we are making
good progress. New Russian legislation and implementing regulations are now on
the books which exempt the entire MPC&A program (and all other DOE cooperative
programs with Russia) from direct Russian taxes. I am pleased to report that the
MPC&A program was one of the first to be registered as tax exempt. This is a very
positive step forward. The GAO report correctly indicates that approximately $1 mil-
lion in taxes were included in a contract for MPC&A work by a particular Russian
institute. In fact, we have not paid the $1 million in taxes, and we are working on
ways to avoid ever paying. In the meantime, I have directed the MPC&A program
to review all existing contracts to ensure that DOE takes full advantage of its tax-
exempt status. I have also issued updated guidance to DOE labs on this topic.

For the coming fiscal year, our base request for the MPC&A program is $149.9
million, or approximately $5 million above the comparable amount appropriated in
fiscal year 2000. This increase reflects the transfer of international emergency co-
operation from the Office of Security and Emergency Operations to our MPC&A pro-
gram. In the international emergency cooperation program, we conduct nuclear
threat assessments; obtain samples of seized nuclear materials for forensic analysis;
and develop training and emergency response plans for foreign governments and
international organizations. In addition, $2 million from the proposed $100 million
Russia nonproliferation initiative will support the continuation of our work with the
Russian Situation and Crisis Center, which is now linked by a direct televideo line
to our own Emergency Operations Center. We are also requesting an additional $20
million for MPC&A work under the proposed $100 million Russia nonproliferation
initiative. Together, this would constitute a 15 percent increase over the fiscal year
2000 appropriation. The increase will allow us, among other things, to improve secu-
rity at highly sensitive Russian Navy sites and to continue consolidating and con-
verting Russia’s stocks of weapon-usable nuclear material.

ARMS CONTROL AND NONPROLIFERATION

Our arms control and nonproliferation budget for fiscal year 2001 is $123 million,
representing an increase of $6.7 million, or approximately 5 percent above the com-
parable funds appropriated in fiscal year 2000. Activities covered by this budget line
include a number of critical nonproliferation programs in Russia and the Newly
Independent States, but also technical, analytical, and operational support for the
major pillars of the larger nonproliferation regime, that is, treaties and agreements,
export controls, international nuclear safeguards, and work in regions of prolifera-
tion concern. Our activities in these areas highlight the breadth and depth of the
Department’s contribution to U.S. arms control and nonproliferation priorities.

Knowing your interest in the Russia problem, let me turn to our flagship “brain
drain” prevention programs—the Nuclear Cities Initiative (NCI), for which we are
requesting $17.5 million; and the Initiatives for Proliferation Prevention (IPP) pro-
gram, for which we are requesting $22.5 million. This represents a $10 million in-
crease for these programs together above the fiscal year 2000 appropriation. The
$10 million increase would be applied to NCI, building on the momentum the pro-
gram has gathered over the past year.

As you know, Secretary Richardson and Minister Adamov established the Nuclear
Cities Initiative in late 1998 to cooperate with Russian efforts to create peaceful,
commercial jobs for displaced Russian nuclear weapons scientists and engineers in
the ten “closed” cities. Our initial focus has been on three municipalities—that is,
Sarov (Arzamas-16), Snezhinsk (Chelyabinsk-70), and Zheleznogorsk (Krasnoyarsk-
26). NCI is a new type of “brain drain” prevention program in that it is focused on
nuclear workers who are slated to leave the nuclear weapons complex as facilities,
and their jobs, are eliminated.

This program is on track. Since April 1999, when my Office was first authorized
to spend funds, we have commissioned an Open Computing Center in Sarov, an
International Business Development Center in Zheleznogorsk (with similar centers
to open soon in Snezhinsk and Sarov), and signed an agreement in December 1999
with the European Bank for Reconstruction and Development to open small busi-
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ness loan centers in the three cities, providing access to millions of dollars in poten-
tial financing. The first loan was recently approved for a small, 5-person company
in Zheleznogorsk.

We have also initiated high-level strategic planning efforts with the Ministry for
Atomic Energy to establish goals, costs, and time-lines for workforce reduction and
facility closures in each of the three cities. The Sarov strategic plan was completed
last September, identifying, among other things, the reduction of as many as 6,000
employees of the Institute for Experimental Physics, a nuclear weapons design insti-
tute. Through the plan, we have also agreed to the accelerated shutdown of weapons
assembly and disassembly at the Avangard plant: weapons assembly will halt by
the end of 2000; weapons disassembly will halt by the end of 2004. A commercial
agreement for the production of kidney dialysis equipment was also recently com-
pleted, linking Avangard (home of a Russian nuclear weapons assembly in Sarov),
a German-American medical equipment company, and the Lawrence Livermore Na-
tional Laboratory. Similar private industry partnerships are under development in
other closed cities.

I am proud to say that NCI is already working to create jobs. The Open Com-
puting Center will have 100 new contract research employees this year, with an-
other 500 jobs expected by 2001. A separate center in Sarov for nonproliferation
analysis has opened and will employ 30 or so workers displaced by down-sizing in
the Russian nuclear weapons complex. The kidney dialysis equipment project at
Avangard could create more than 100 jobs and has the potential to bring major in-
vestments into Sarov. In all, more than 30 civil projects, equating to more than 700
jobs, are either funded or under development across a range of commercial areas—
from laparoscopy in Sarov, to fiber optic production in Snezhinsk, to canola oil and
seed processing in Zheleznogorsk. The $10 million increase in fiscal year 2001 will
allow us to build this program by creating perhaps as many 1,000 new jobs in the
three cities.

Like NCI, the IPP program works to secure weapons of mass destruction expertise
and know-how. Since the program’s inception in 1994, more than 6,000 weapons sci-
entists in Russia and the Newly Independent States have been supported through
400 non-military projects. The program partners Russian and NIS scientists with
specialists at the Department’s national laboratories and concentrates aggressively
on the commercialization of projects that are cost-shared with U.S. industry. Major
corporations—such as United Technologies, DuPont, and American Home Prod-
ucts—are participating in this program. To date, U.S. industry has contributed $64
million, eclipsing the $38 million provided by the Department of Energy for cost-
shared projects. Six commercial projects have already been launched, with full grad-
uation from U.S. government financing, and another thirteen are poised for full
commercialization by the end of 2001.

Improving the commercial thrust of the IPP program is just one of the rec-
ommendations suggested by the GAO in its February 1999 report (GAO/RCED-99-
54, “Nuclear Nonproliferation: Concerns With DOE’s Efforts to Reduce the Risks
Posted by Russia’s Unemployed Weapons Scientists.”) that we have moved to imple-
ment quickly. All of our IPP projects are now reviewed by the U.S. Industry Coali-
tion, helping to promote those having genuine commercial potential. Other issues
raised by the GAO report have been addressed as well. For example, we now use
the Civilian Research and Development Foundation to avoid the payment of taxes
on IPP projects in Russia; we have the agreement of the governments of Ukraine
and Kazakhstan not to tax IPP payments; we vet all projects through an inter-
agency screening process to rule out activities that might further a weapons pro-
gram; and we cap the amount of IPP budgeted funds going to DOE’s national lab-
oratories at 35 percent.

Our progress to prevent a “brain drain” of weapons expertise complements our re-
lated efforts to prevent illicit nuclear trade and secure nuclear materials outside of
Russia. MPC&A is the first line of defense. Our “second line of defense” program
is working to help Russia block unauthorized nuclear trade at nine key border cross-
ing points and transportation centers. We plan to place radiation detection equip-
ment at all nine points by the end of this calendar year. These efforts are above
and beyond my Office’s responsibility to support multilateral export control regimes,
to administer U.S. controls over transfers of American nuclear technology to other
countries, and to ensure that DOE-funded activities take place in compliance with
U.S. export control laws and procedures.

We have additional nuclear material security programs focused on MPC&A im-
provements in former Soviet states outside of Russia and the protection of pluto-
nium-bearing spent fuel in two special cases—North Korea and Kazakhstan. Our
“on the ground” efforts to can and secure more than 8,000 spent fuel rods in North
Korea is nearing completion, and we hope to move to the long-term maintenance
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phase of this project. We will maintain a presence in the country to preserve equip-
ment, ensure the continued integrity of the fuel canisters, and address any Inter-
national Atomic Energy Agency safeguards issues that might arise. In Kazakhstan,
the news is also good. There, the first phase of operations to can and secure 3,000
plutonium-bearing spent fuel rods in the BN-350 reactor at Aktau is nearly com-
plete. The next phase involves placing the material in long-term storage. Expert dis-
cussions on this issue are progressing well, and we expect to launch a long-term
management program in fiscal year 2001.

Our efforts to control weapons of mass destruction materials and expertise at
their source is a critical part of our nonproliferation mission. But we must also do
more to address the concerns that motivate states to pursue these weapons. Draw-
ing on the Department’s and its national laboratories’ tradition of excellence in arms
control and nonproliferation, my Office supports a number of projects and institu-
tions that are dedicated to improving dialogue and communication in regions of ten-
sion, including the Middle East, South Asia and Northeast Asia. Among other activi-
ties, we will continue to fund the Cooperative Monitoring Center (CMC) at close to
$5 million in fiscal year 2001. Located outside the fence of Sandia National Labora-
tories, the CMC provides training and education for regional officials and specialists
in the use of unclassified monitoring technologies that can be applied across a broad
range of potential agreements and arrangements—from demilitarized monitoring to
monitoring shared watersheds. On his visits abroad, Secretary Richardson has made
it a special point of emphasis with India, Israel, Egypt, and others to encourage
their participation in CMC and related arms control and nonproliferation training
activities.

And finally, allow me to say a word about our other efforts to strengthen bilateral
and multilateral arms control and nonproliferation agreements. We hope to com-
plete a START III Agreement with Russia in 2000. My Office is preparing for that
agreement, evaluating the impact of a warhead dismantlement verification regime
on the U.S. weapons complex and developing, in some cases in cooperation with
Russian scientists, technologies to demonstrate that warheads can be verifiably dis-
mantled without disclosing sensitive nuclear weapons design information. We are
developing similar “information barrier” techniques for other agreements designed
to promote transparent and irreversible reductions of nuclear stockpiles, including
the U.S.-Russia-IAEA Trilateral Initiative, the HEU Purchase Agreement, and nego-
tiations, led by the Department of Defense, with Russia to construct a weapons-ori-
gin plutonium storage facility at Mayak and an associated agreement to measure
that plutonium before it is converted in a packaging and processing facility.

FISSILE MATERIALS DISPOSITION

The transfer of the Office of Fissile Materials Disposition to the new Office of De-
fense Nuclear Nonproliferation is now complete and has gone extremely well. Laura
Holgate, who has served very ably as Director of that Office, is now Associate Dep-
uty Administrator for Fissile Materials Disposition and Special Secretarial Nego-
tiator for Plutonium Disposition. There is a strong synergy between fissile materials
disposition and my Office’s broader mission to demilitarize large stocks of U.S. and
Russian fissile materials surplus to national security requirements.

On the domestic front, the Office of Fissile Materials Disposition made significant
progress this past year. We transferred substantial quantities of surplus U.S. highly
enriched uranium to the U.S. Enrichment Corporation for down-blending and peace-
ful use as commercial fuel. We entered into contracts with the private sector for the
design of two key plutonium disposition facilities—a plutonium pit disassembly and
conversion plant and a mixed-oxide (MOX) fuel fabrication plant. We continued to
demonstrate our capability to disassemble various types of nuclear weapons pits at
the Los Alamos prototype “ARIES” facility. And in January 2000, the Department
issued a Record of Decision, codifying the decision to construct and operate three
new plutonium disposition facilities at the Savannah River Site in South Carolina.
This decision calls for the immobilization of 17 metric tons of plutonium and the
use of up to 33 metric tons of plutonium as mixed oxide fuel for irradiation in exist-
ing U.S. commercial nuclear power reactors.

On the international front, as part of the President’s Expanded Threat Reduction
Initiative, we continued our efforts in partnership with Russia to demonstrate a
number of plutonium disposition technologies, demonstrations that will accelerate
Russia’s ability to build the facilities needed to dispose of its own surplus pluto-
nium. We also continued extensive negotiations with Russia on a bilateral pluto-
nium disposition agreement. Implementation of such an agreement is needed to trig-
ger the start of actual disposition in both countries. I am pleased to report that U.S.
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and Russian negotiators are now very close to a final document; both sides are
pushing hard to have an agreement in hand this spring.

The fiscal year 2001 budget request for U.S. and Russian disposition activities is
$223 million, an increase of $22 million over the comparable amount appropriated
in fiscal year 2000. The increase will enable us to begin Title I design of a facility
to immobilize surplus non-pit plutonium; incorporate aqueous processing in the de-
sign for the MOX fuel fabrication facility; fund MOX lead test assembly activities;
facilitate advanced gas reactor and reactor fuel qualification work in Russia; and
hire additional Federal staff necessary to oversee these disposition activities.

HIGHLY ENRICHED URANIUM TRANSPARENCY AND IMPLEMENTATION

In addition to plutonium, our work with Russia to convert surplus highly enriched
uranium from the Russian military stockpile into a non-weapon-usable form is also
progressing well. The 1993 U.S.-Russia HEU Purchase Agreement remains one of
the more impressive nonproliferation achievements of the last decade. Through the
end of calendar year 1999, more than 80 metric tons of weapons grade uranium—
enough for 3,200 weapons—had been removed from the Russian military program
under this Agreement and converted to low enriched uranium for commercial sale.
Already, Russia has received close to $1.5 billion as compensation for converted
HEU. Secretary Richardson and Under Secretary Moniz have been instrumental in
keeping this complex agreement on track.

My Office administers the HEU transparency and implementation program to
monitor the conversion and processing of this material at Russian facilities subject
to the Agreement. Over 70 teams—the equivalent of nearly 43,000 inspection
hours—have visited these facilities to monitor conversion operations. During the
past year, we installed a Blend Down Monitoring System (BDMS) at one Russian
facility to provide continuous monitoring data in support of our transparency objec-
tives. For fiscal year 2001, we are requesting $15.2 million to continue these efforts,
principally by upgrading transparency measures at additional Russian blending fa-
cilities and exploring new opportunities to strengthen this important activity.

INTERNATIONAL NUCLEAR SAFETY AND COOPERATION

Reducing safety risks at the 64 operating Soviet-designed nuclear power reactors
is another priority area for my Office. While our fiscal year 2000 appropriation was
half of the requested amount, we nevertheless had a successful year, including a
vigorous effort to prepare Russia and Ukraine, the two primary users of Soviet-de-
sign reactors, for Y2K. We provided computer hardware and software, equipment
and technical guidance to these countries, as well as experts in country for the ac-
tual rollover. The best measure of success may have been that the Y2K rollover
came and went without incident. Our contributions to nuclear safety can be ex-
pressed by other metrics—we installed safety parameter systems at seven nuclear
power plants; we completed six simulators to model normal operating and response
procedures; we provided U.S. training methods for nuclear plant operators; and we
continued to provide in-depth reactor safety assessments to identify risks and
prioritize safety upgrades.

We are encouraged not just by our progress to address nuclear safety at operating
reactors, but by the early closure of older reactors as well. Ukraine remains on track
to shutdown permanently Chornobyl’s Unit 3, the sole operating reactor at the
Chornobyl plant, by the end of this calendar year. Our efforts to support the con-
struction of a replacement heat plant at Chornobyl for decontamination and decom-
missioning purposes are also proceeding well. In addition, Kazakhstan has shut
down the BN-350 reactor and our attention is now focused on plans for decommis-
sioning and decontamination of the reactor’s sodium coolant. Removal of the coolant
effectively bars the reactor’s restart. And in Lithuania, the government recently
called for the closure of Unit 1 at the Ignalina nuclear power plant in 2005, rep-
resenting another important nuclear safety achievement.

Our fiscal year 2001 budget request is $20 million, representing an increase of
$5 million, or 33 percent, above the fiscal year 2000 appropriation. This increase
will allow our program to accelerate efforts to address the most pressing nuclear
safety risks associated with these reactors and to ensure the safe and orderly shut-
down of reactors nearing the end of their service life. In all of these efforts, we work
closely with our colleagues in the U.S. Government, including the Department of
State, the Agency for International Development, and the Nuclear Regulatory Com-
mission.
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RESEARCH AND DEVELOPMENT

I wish to end on what may in some respects be the most pernicious security threat
of the 21st century—the danger that Americans will be the targets of nuclear, chem-
ical or biological weapons attacks. Responding to this threat is extremely complex.
Not only must we be ready to mitigate the consequences of an actual attack, but
we must also discriminate between real threats and the hoaxes that occur almost
daily. In 1999, the FBI investigated more than 150 threats involving anthrax. While
none of these threats proved to be real, the disruption, in terms of confusion and
wasted resources, continues to be a source of concern.

Our research and development efforts are breaking new ground in the campaign
to combat proliferation and protect U.S. security. We do this by developing and de-
livering field-tested, state-of-the-art technologies and systems for proliferation detec-
tion to our customers. We are developing new technologies to counter nuclear smug-
gling, detect nuclear materials diversion, and prepare for new arms control
verification challenges in a future START III agreement. We are also advancing new
remote systems to detect the early stages of a proliferant’s nuclear weapons pro-
gram.

In the area of nuclear test detection, we are developing new space-based systems
to monitor above ground nuclear explosions world-wide and are delivering a “knowl-
edge base” system on regional seismicity to the U.S. Air Force that will improve our
national capability to detect nuclear explosions at lower yields than could be de-
tected using traditional, teleseismic systems. We have also delivered a new genera-
tion of detectors to identify radioactive particulates from atmospheric nuclear explo-
sions. These systems and capabilities are all needed irrespective of whether a Com-
prehensive Test Ban Treaty is in force.

We have numerous examples of success in other areas. Our solid state, fiber optic
neutron and gamma ray sensor for nuclear materials detection was transferred to
industry and selected by R&D magazine as one of the 100 most technologically sig-
nificant products of the year. For the U.S. Customs Service, we completed upgrades
for an advanced nuclear smuggling detection demonstration unit. Just recently, we
launched the Multispectral Thermal Imager satellite, providing a state-of-the-art
system to help us “see” reflected and thermally radiated electromagnetic waves.

The chemical and biological weapons threat is particularly worrisome. To meet
this threat, the Department of Energy is drawing upon the diverse and extensive
expertise of its national laboratories. Fortunately, we are making progress. Last
year at this time, I reported that we possessed no simple, portable, and reliable
tools for the detection of biological agents. Now, we are building half a dozen proto-
type devices that could soon be available for “first responders,” that is, local police,
medical and other community officials. Our goal is to provide these first responders
with advanced systems that have laboratory sensitivity for use in the field; we re-
cently developed a battery operated, hand-held gas chromatograph, sensitive to
parts per billion, that gives us that capability. We are also demonstrating and field-
testing integrated chemical and biological protection systems for high-risk infra-
structure and events, whether at a subway or the Super Bowl, and developing ad-
vanced genetic and computational tools to “fingerprint” biological agents, leveraging
DOE'’s investment in the Human Genome Project.

The Research and Development budget request for fiscal year 2001 is $233 mil-
lion, representing an increase of $8 million, or 3 percent, above the fiscal year 2000
appropriation. This increase will allow us to continue to improve our abilities to de-
tect and counter weapons of mass destruction programs. Our research and develop-
ment programs are breaking new scientific and technological ground and strength-
ening our response to current and projected threats to U.S. national security.

PROGRAM DIRECTION

The success of our programs is a testament to the motivated men and women we
employ to further our critical nonproliferation missions. As our programs grow, so
must our workforce. We also must have a sufficient number of Federal employees
to oversee the many projects and activities we lead. Our program direction budget
request for fiscal year 2001 is $41.6 million, an increase of $13.5 million, or 48 per-
cent, above our fiscal year 2000 comparable appropriations. This is a large, but es-
sential jump. We will use this increase to hire 56 new Federal employees to meet
our expanding nonproliferation and national security mission and to support aug-
mented DOE operations at the U.S. embassies in Moscow, Russia and Kiev,
Ukraine. By “federalizing” our workforce, we can also reduce our reliance on M&O
and support service contractors.
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CONCLUSION

Mr. Chairman and members of this Subcommittee, as I am sure you can agree,
the proliferation dangers we face today are clear and present. We have no room for
error. I am confident that the programs we are advancing today will have dramatic
payoffs tomorrow. The budget request we provide to you today puts us on the road
to safety and security and avoids the path of danger and destruction. It also sends
a clear message to the world community that the United States and Secretary Rich-
ardson will spare no effort to reduce the global danger of the spread of weapons of
mass destruction.

STATEMENT OF ADM. FRANK L. BOWMAN

Senator DOMENICI. Now, Admiral Bowman, would you like to
talk to us about your program, please, and what you need?

Admiral BowMAN. Yes, sir. Mr. Chairman, distinguished com-
mittee members, I know the next time I testify in the wake of Tom
Gioconda I am going to bring some artifacts with me so not to be
upstaged by all of these trinkets Tom brought.

Senator CRAIG. A sub will not fit in this room.

NAVAL REACTOR PROGRAMS

Admiral BowMAN. Naval Reactors, Mr. Chairman, as you know,
was organized in the late 1940’s by Admiral Rickover with the vi-
sionary concept of cradle-to-grave responsibility for all aspects of
maintaining and operating the Navy’s nuclear-powered fleet. It is
a centrally managed, single-purpose organization with clear lines of
authority, responsibility, and accountability for all aspects of its op-
eration. Naval Reactors has enjoyed the benefit of the full support
of Congress over these years. As a result, the country has bene-
fited.

The program’s basic structure, policies, and practices were pre-
served in an executive order signed by President Reagan upon Ad-
miral Rickover’s retirement in 1982. The fiscal year 2000 National
Defense Authorization Act specified this executive order as the
charter for naval reactors within the new National Nuclear Secu-
rity Administration and, similar to the fiscal year 1985 National
Defense Authorization Act, mandated that the provisions of the
naval nuclear propulsion executive order remain in full force until
changed by law. Adherence to the tenets of this executive order
have been key to naval reactors’ operational excellence and unsur-
passed record of safety.

NAVAL REACTORS OPERATIONS

Specifically, Mr. Chairman, our nuclear Navy has now steamed
safely over 119 million miles in the ocean, equivalent to nearly
5,000 times around the globe. We are responsible today for 103 op-
erating nuclear reactors, equal to the number of commercial reac-
tors in this country. We have accumulated over these years over
twice the operating experience of the United States’ commercial
power industry and over half the operating experience of the entire
commercial power industry worldwide. Our outstanding and fully
public environmental record enables our ships to visit over 150
ports worldwide, visits that are absolutely critical to our Nation’s
forward presence and deterrence strategy and ability to project
power.
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NAVAL REACTORS ORGANIZATION

Last summer, as the Senate Armed Services Committee was con-
sidering the issue of reorganization of the Department of Energy,
both former Senator Warren Rudman and retired Admiral Hank
Chiles recognized the importance of Naval Reactors’ organizational
structure to its success and to national security in their testimony.
Admiral Chiles specifically testified, “I want to state emphatically
that Naval Reactors, the DOE arm of the Naval Reactors program,
is carrying out its mission in an exemplary manner. Therefore, I
strongly recommend that you retain Naval Reactors’ authorities,
responsibilities, and structure.”

This was, of course, done in the implementation of title 32 of the
National Nuclear Security Administration and, Mr. Chairman, I
want to thank you personally, as well as the committee and your
staff, for your continuing efforts in support of the Naval Reactors
program and its basic tenets. The country and our Nation’s security
will continue to benefit from your actions.

If I may quickly recount some facts about the Naval Reactors’
program in our fiscal year 2001 DOE budget request, today’s Navy
operates 83 nuclear-powered warships and one nuclear-powered re-
search submarine and, as I discussed earlier, we oversee 103 oper-
ating reactors. Nine of our 12 country’s aircraft carriers are nu-
clear-powered, giving us the capability to sprint where needed and
arrive on-station ready for sustained power projection.

Last year was the first full year of a 15-year DOE laboratory de-
velopment effort on the new reactor plant for this carrier of the
21st Century, called the CVNX.

All 56 of our country’s attack submarines are nuclear-powered.
They possess inherent characteristics such as stealth, endurance,
mobility, fire power, multimission capability, which afford unfet-
tered access to contested battle space 24 hours a day, 7 days a
week, 24/7, as we say today.

Once there, submarines can surveil new or emerging adversaries
undetected and provide timely insight on their intentions and capa-
bilities to policymakers without risk of political escalation. This is
particularly valuable, since many of the world’s bad actors today
understand their own vulnerability to satellite reconnaissance and
often are able to employ deceptive means to cover it.

Usefulness of these traits has resulted in the near doubling of
the intelligence surveillance and reconnaissance tasking require-
ments over the last 10 years for our attack submarine force. While
those same numbers of attack submarines have decreased by near-
ly 40 percent. Should tensions escalate, submarines can also exe-
cute Tomahawk strikes from undisclosed locations without warn-
ing, often from inside an adversary’s defensive umbrella.

I predict that in the future we are going to demand more and
more of these first-in, last-out, versatile platforms. It is worth not-
ing that the Joint Staff, in conjunction with our unified war-fight-
ing CINC’s, recently completed an exhaustive study of attack sub-
marine missions and force structure. That study reconfirmed that
submarines are far from being cold war relics.

In fact, I was with Senator Lieberman just yesterday in Groton,
Connecticut, at the unveiling of a centennial stamp collection in
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honor of the U.S. Submarine Force. Senator Lieberman in his re-
marks called the attack submarine a sunrise system for this coun-
try, certainly not a sunset system. They provide unprecedented
multimission capability, and will continue to be a significant value
as we execute the national security strategy in the challenging dec-
ades ahead.

The design of the reactor plant for today’s new attack submarine,
the Virginia class, will be about 93 percent complete at the end of
fiscal year 2001. Today, 90 percent of the components for that lead
ship have been already delivered to the ship-builder. Overall, ship
construction is 25 percent complete and is on schedule. All 18 of
our Ohio-class Trident ballistic missile submarines are nuclear-
powered. They remain the most survivable leg of the Nation’s stra-
tegic deterrence triad.

FISCAL YEAR 2001 BUDGET REQUEST

Our DOE budget request for fiscal year 2001 is $677.6 million,
less than 4 percent of the DOE budget request, and less than 1 per-
cent of the prospective total defense budget of the country. I believe
our record says this is a pretty good investment.

Our DOE 2001 budget request is about $11 million less, about
2 percent less in real dollars than our fiscal year 2000 request.
Naval Reactors is a very lean organization. We continually scrub
our operating and infrastructure requirements. For example, we
have downsized our DOE laboratories, we have shut down six of
our eight land-based research and development prototypes, and we
continue to look for ways to save.

PREPARED STATEMENT

The Office of Naval Reactors within the Department of Energy
transferred into this new NNSA on March 1, 2000. There have
been no interruptions in program operations or support for the
Navy, nor will there be. Naval Reactors’ operations in our DOE
budget request are outlined in more detail in my written state-
ment.

Thank you again for your continuing support.

[The statement follows:]

PREPARED STATEMENT OF ADM. FRANK L. BOWMAN

Thank you for inviting me to testify on Naval Reactors’ fiscal year 2001 Depart-
ment of Energy budget request.

Naval Reactors is a centrally managed, single-purpose organization with clear
lines of authority and total responsibility and accountability for all aspects of Naval
Nuclear Propulsion. As the Director of Naval Reactors, I have direct access to the
Secretary of the Navy and to the Secretary of Energy. Naval Reactors’ principal mis-
sion is to provide militarily effective nuclear propulsion plants to the U.S. Navy and
to ensure their safe, reliable, and long-lived operation.

Under the visionary leadership of Admiral Hyman G. Rickover, Naval Reactors
was organized in the late 1940’s with the concept of cradle-to-grave responsibility.
Upon Admiral Rickover’s retirement in 1982, President Reagan signed Executive
Order 12344 with the express purpose of “. . . preserving the basic structure, poli-
cies, and practices developed for this program in the past. . . .” The fiscal year 2000
National Defense Authorization Act specified the Executive Order as the charter for
Naval Reactors and, similar to the fiscal year 1985 National Defense Authorization
Act, mandated that “. . . the provisions of the Naval Nuclear Propulsion Executive
Order remain in full force and effect until changed by law.” The charter, as incor-
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porated within Title XXXII, maintains my responsibility for all aspects of the Pro-
gram, including the following:

—Research, development, design, and construction;

—Operation, operator selection and training, maintenance, and disposal; and

—Administration (e.g., security, nuclear safeguards, transportation, public infor-
mation, procurement, and fiscal management).

Operating within the tenets of the Executive Order, the Naval Reactors Program
has a flat organization with clear, simplified lines of authority and a culture of tech-
nical, managerial, and fiscal excellence. The longevity of its senior managers and
staff ensures continuity of expertise through the extremely long lives of the nuclear
propulsion plants it builds and supports. The Program has compiled an unparalleled
record of success, including the following:

—Nuclear-powered warships have safely steamed over 119 million miles—equiva-

lent to nearly 5,000 trips around the Earth.

—Naval Reactors is responsible today for 103 operating nuclear reactors. For per-
spective, this is equal to the number of licensed commercial power reactors in
the United States. In addition, over the years, we have accumulated over twice
the operating experience of the U.S. commercial power industry. Naval reactor
plants have accumulated over 5,100 reactor-years of operation, compared to
about 2,400 for the U.S. commercial industry. In addition, our operating experi-
ence is about half that of the entire commercial power industry worldwide (our
5,100 reactor-years compared to about 9,200 worldwide—including the United
States).

—Naval Reactors’ outstanding (and fully public) environmental record enables our
ships to visit over 150 ports around the world—critical to our Nation’s forward-
presence strategy and ability to project power.

Both former Senator Warren Rudman and Admiral Henry G. Chiles recognized
the importance of Naval Reactors’ organizational structure to its success and to na-
tional security in testimony before the full Senate Armed Services Committee last
June.

Senator Rudman stated:

We called for the integration of the DOE Office of Naval Reactors into
the new agency for nuclear stewardship. We recommend this because we
believe the ANS [now NNSA] should be the repository for all defense-re-
lated activities at DOE. However, we believe the Office of Naval Reactors
must retain its current structure and legal authority, under which its direc-
tor is a dual-hatted official, both a four-star admiral and a part of DOE.

Admiral Chiles also advised the Committee:

. . . I want to state emphatically that Naval Reactors, the DOE arm of
the Naval Reactors Program, is carrying out its mission in an exemplary
manner. Therefore, I strongly recommend you retain Naval Reactors’ au-
thorities, responsibilities, and structure. A most important point is [that it
is] crucial to ensure Naval Reactors remains outside the Department of De-
fense so the program can continue to successfully carry out its regulatory
responsibility. I can personally attest, based upon my long and direct expe-
rience, to the success of the Naval Nuclear Propulsion Program. This pro-
gram is a model of how a defense activity should be carried out within the
Government.

Today’s Navy operates 83 nuclear-powered warships and 1 nuclear-powered re-
search submarine. Nuclear power enhances a warship’s capability and flexibility to
sprint where needed, and arrive ready for sustained power projection. The Navy has
repeatedly employed the unique capabilities inherent in nuclear propulsion. Sus-
tained high speed (without dependence on a slow logistics train) enables rapid re-
sponse to changing world circumstances, allowing operational commanders to surge
these ships from the U.S. to trouble spots or to shift them from one crisis area to
another. Nuclear propulsion helps the Navy to stretch available assets to meet to-
day’s worldwide commitments.

—Nine of twelve aircraft carriers are nuclear-powered-growing to eleven of twelve
when CVN 76 and CVN 77 enter the Fleet. Nuclear-powered carriers can tran-
sit to a crisis area unsupported at sustained high speed and arrive fully ready
to launch the awesome firepower of the airwing. Then, they can sustain that
presence and response without immediate replenishment of combat
consumables, and with tactical mobility and flexibility, free from the need for
propulsion fuel replenishment. The future carrier, CVNX, will continue to pro-
vide these benefits.
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—The 56 U.S. nuclear attack submarines possess inherent characteristics such as
stealth, endurance, mobility, firepower, and multimission flexibility. These char-
acteristics afford unfettered access to contested battlespace 24 hours a day, 7
days a week, for as long as required. Once there, submarines can surveil new
or emerging adversaries undetected and provide timely insight on their inten-
tions and capabilities to policymakers without risk of political escalation—par-
ticularly valuable because many potential adversaries understand their vulner-
ability to satellite reconnaissance, and often employ deceptive methods to defeat
it. The usefulness of these traits has resulted in the near doubling of Intel-
ligence, Surveillance, and Reconnaissance (ISR) tasking requirements over the
last 10 years while submarine force levels have been reduced by nearly 40 per-
cent. Should tensions escalate, submarines can also execute Tomahawk strikes
from undisclosed locations without warning, often from inside an adversary’s
defensive umbrella.

Additionally, within its Research and Development (R&D) programs, the
Navy is investing the R&D dollars necessary to equip submarines with new
and dominant technologies. The Navy is developing offboard sensors (such as
unmanned undersea vehicles) to facilitate a clearer picture of the battlespace,
and is leveraging the explosion in information systems technology to more
readily share this insight with other naval and joint forces in a timely and
useful manner. The Navy is working to increase payload capacity and en-
hance multimission flexibility. These technologies will be integrated into VIR-
GINIA Class submarines as they are built, and backfitted into earlier sub-
marines, where appropriate. The Navy is also pursuing electric drive tech-
nology, which will dramatically improve our acoustic stealth and provide the
power density required for revolutionary advances in sensors and weapons.

Finally, it is worth noting that the Joint Staff, in conjunction with our uni-
fied warfighting CINC’s, recently completed an exhaustive study of attack
submarine missions and force structure. The study reconfirmed that sub-
marines are far from being Cold War relics. They provide unprecedented
multimission capability and will continue to be of significant value as we exe-
cute the national security strategy in the challenging decades of the 21st cen-
tury.

—The 18 nuclear-powered OHIO Class ballistic missile submarines are the most
survivable and cost-effective leg of the Nation’s strategic deterrence triad. These
reliable, stealthy ships also carry more strategic warheads than the other two
legs of the triad combined. These ships use only 34 percent of our strategic
budget and are manned by less than 1.5 percent of our naval personnel.

FISCAL YEAR 2001 DOE BUDGET REQUEST

Naval Reactors’ principal charge, as well as the bulk of its resources and work,
is to ensure safe and reliable operation of reactor plants in U.S. Navy nuclear-pow-
ered warships, enhance their performance, and develop improved reactor plants in
support of the Navy’s needs.

Sustaining today’s 103 operating reactors requires continuous analysis, testing,
and monitoring of plant and core performance. Nuclear propulsion is a demanding
technology—the harsh environment within a reactor plant subjects equipment and
materials to the deleterious effects of irradiation, corrosion, high temperature, and
pressure over a lifetime measured in decades. In addition, naval reactor plants must
be rugged enough to accommodate ships’ pitching and rolling; have the resilience
to respond to rapidly changing demands for power; be robust enough to withstand
the rigors of battle; and be safe for and easily maintainable by the Sailors who must
live next to them.

Development efforts at Naval Reactors’ DOE laboratories have led to significant
advancements. Improved components and materials, longer core lives, and improved
predictive capabilities have allowed the Navy to extend the service life and intervals
between major maintenance periods for nuclear-powered warships. The reduction in
ship off-line time for maintenance effectively increases ship availability and, thus,
the Navy’s warfighting capability, while also reducing maintenance costs. Added
ship availability is particularly important in the face of Fleet downsizing as the
operational demands on each remaining ship increase. In the same vein, develop-
ment efforts are ensuring that we can meet the Navy’s need for extended warship
lifetime.

However, new development and analysis challenges arise as a result of these ad-
vancements. For example, the longer intervals between major maintenance periods
reduce opportunities to examine and/or replace aging components. Thus, a more ex-
tensive analytical and testing effort is required to verify materials and component
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performance. Extended ship lifetime also demands exhaustive testing and perform-
ance enhancements to ensure that component endurance—despite potential corro-
sion and mechanical strain—can be assured for significantly greater than the design
life. As data are gathered from deploying ships with long-lived reactor cores, the em-
phasis on this area has grown. A life-of-the-ship core offers extraordinary advan-
tages in terms of ship availability, cost reduction, and reduction in radiation expo-
sure and waste generation; however, a life-of-the-ship core eliminates mid-life oppor-
tunities to examine reactor components. Moreover, the adverse consequences of, and
the cost to deal with, a flawed core or component would be much greater. Testing
and verification, therefore, will be paramount to ensure that naval reactor plants
will continue to perform safely.

New DOE laboratory development work is focused on the next generation sub-
marine reactor for the Navy’s new VIRGINIA Class attack submarines and on a
new reactor plant intended for the Navy’s new CVNX Class aircraft carriers.

The design of the reactor plant for the Navy’s VIRGINIA Class submarine will
be about 93 percent complete by the end of fiscal year 2001. Currently, the design
of the reactor plant for the VIRGINIA Class is about 85 percent complete. Today,
90 percent of the components for the lead ship have been delivered, all on schedule
and within budget. The pre-reactor-fill test program has begun and is on schedule
to support ship delivery. The forward end of the engine room module (including as-
sociated reactor plant systems) has been delivered from Quonset Point to Electric
Boat for final outfitting. Overall, ship construction is 25 percent complete and is on
schedule. The lead submarine incorporating this plant is expected to go to sea in
fiscal year 2004. The VIRGINIA Class submarines will provide badly needed capa-
bility for the Navy at an affordable price.

In September 1998, the Defense Acquisition Board approved the Navy rec-
ommendation for a new design nuclear propulsion and electric plant for CVNX Class
aircraft carriers and authorized the beginning of propulsion plant design efforts.
CVNX is expected to be authorized in fiscal year 2006 and to go to sea in fiscal year
2014 to replace USS ENTERPRISE (CVN 65).

The CVNX reactor plant design will be consistent with the CVNX Mission Needs
Statement approved in March 1996, the approved CVNX evolutionary strategy, and
the CVNX Operational Requirements Document, which is expected to be approved
shortly.

CVNX is the first new carrier designed since the 1960’s NIMITZ Class design.
The new design CVNX reactor plant will build on three generations of nuclear pro-
pulsion technology developed for submarines since NIMITZ to incorporate needed
advancements in warfighting capabilities and to significantly reduce life-cycle costs.

Last year was the first full year of a 15-year DOE laboratory development effort
on the new reactor plant for CVNX. Reactor plant design work began in earnest to
support the long design and manufacturing lead-times required for reactor plant
components and the CVNX ship construction schedule. Current design efforts in-
clude general arrangement studies, system description development, and component
design, including sizing and system interface evaluations. Naval Reactors approved
the first CVNX system description (steam generating system) last month. Current
design work is focused on supporting procurement of long lead reactor plant forgings
planned for fiscal year 2001 and establishing the necessary system descriptions and
general arrangements required for later design activities.

Naval Reactors also is proceeding with the inactivation of six shutdown DOE de-
velopmental and training prototype reactor plants. The increased sophistication of
computer models and the accumulation of operational data, along with the decrease
in the need for Navy plant operators, have allowed the shutdown of six of the eight
land-based prototype reactor plants. Since 1993, Naval Reactors has been inac-
tivating and dismantling the shutdown plants as promptly as funding and man-
power will allow to eliminate surplus facilities, reduce environmental liabilities, and
contribute to positive remediation in three States.

This inactivation and cleanup work is progressing well. Today, this effort is over
80 percent complete. The last of the prototype reactor plants at the Naval Reactors
Facility in Idaho was defueled in fiscal year 1999. By the end of fiscal year 2000,
inactivation at the Windsor site in Connecticut will be complete and regulatory ap-
proval for unrestricted release is expected. Two of four prototype reactors at the
Kesselring site in New York have been inactivated and defueled, and dismantlement
and cleanup are proceeding.
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NAVAL REACTORS DEPARTMENT OF ENERGY BUDGET DETAIL

Program technical requirements

Naval Reactors’ technical budget request is categorized into “areas of technology”
including Reactor Technology and Analysis; Materials Development and
Verification; Plant Technology; and Evaluation and Servicing. This approach con-
veys the integrated and generic nature of our DOE research and development work.
When research, development, and design work is executed in individual technology
areas, it frequently can be both retrofitted into existing ships and incorporated into
future ships.

—The fiscal year 2001 request of $216.9M for Reactor Technology and Analysis
will ensure continuation of work on the next generation reactor for the VIR-
GINIA Class submarine and development work on the new reactor for CVNX
Class aircraft carriers, as well as ensure the safe and reliable operation of exist-
ing reactors. The reduction in operating plant maintenance periods places great-
er emphasis on thermal-hydraulics, structural mechanics, fluid mechanics, and
vibration analysis work to accurately predict reactor performance and to avoid
problems. The continued push for longer life cores also means we will continue
to operate reactors beyond our operational experience base for many years to
come. Improved analysis tools and understanding of basic nuclear data will
allow us to predict performance more accurately and safely through a more than
30-year core life. Other efforts in this area are dedicated to revising core manu-
facturing processes to reduce cost and hazardous waste; perform reactor safety
analyses; accomplish component and system development efforts to support the
Navy’s acoustic requirements; and develop improved shield designs to reduce
costs and radiation levels.

—The $118.2M request for Plant Technology will allow Naval Reactors to develop
and analyze those systems that transfer, convert, control, and measure reactor
power to maximize plant performance. The request reflects the requirement to
design and develop CVNX steam generators—the largest developed to date—as
well as instrumentation and control equipment for the new carrier reactor
plant. Development of technologies in the areas of chemistry, energy conversion,
instrumentation and control, plant arrangement, and component development
will continue to improve performance and address operational problems. Naval
Reactors is also developing components to address known limitations or to im-
prove reliability, including a redesigned main coolant pump for the NIMITZ
Class plants and new instrumentation and power distribution equipment to re-
place older, technologically obsolete, and increasingly hard-to-support equip-
ment.

—The $127.6M request for Materials Development and Verification is the amount
necessary to conduct essential material analysis and testing as ships are kept
in service longer than originally intended, and materials are called upon to per-
form safely and reliably over longer time periods. Effort on the core and core
structural materials includes testing and analysis of fuel, poison, and cladding
materials to verify acceptable performance, as well as developing improved ma-
terials with enhancements such as reduced susceptibility to corrosion or swell-
ing. Testing and development of reactor plant materials also ensures reliable
performance and leads to improvements such as reduced cracking and stress.

—Evaluation and Servicing ($134.0M in fiscal year 2001) decreased 17.2 percent
from fiscal year 2000. The decrease is primarily due to completion of AIW pro-
totype defueling and reduction in inactivation work at Naval Reactors Facility,
Idaho, and at the S1C prototype in Windsor, Connecticut. Evaluation and Serv-
icing funds the operation and servicing of land-based test reactor plants and
Naval Reactors’ share of the Advanced Test Reactor, a specialized materials
testing facility operated by DOE’s Office of Nuclear Energy Science and Tech-
nology. Testing of materials, components, cores, and systems in these plants
provides important technical data and experience under actual operating condi-
tions, and allows potential problems to be identified and addressed before they
occur in the Fleet. The two operating test reactor plants and the Advanced Test
Reactor, with proper maintenance and servicing, will meet testing needs for
some time.

Evaluation and Servicing also funds the inactivation of the six prototype
plants that have been shut down. Fuel has been removed from all six plants,
and extensive dismantlement and disposal have been accomplished. Cleanup
of one site, the Windsor site in Connecticut, is nearly complete; regulatory ap-
proval for unrestricted release is expected later this year. The other shutdown
prototypes are located in Idaho and New York on sites that have continued
use for the Program. At these sites, we have defueled the plants and are con-
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ducting plant and site remediation. For those plants that have progressed to
dismantlement, the Program desires to complete the dismantlement work as
promptly as funding and manpower allow, consistent with published environ-
mental impact statements for those projects.

Program infrastructure and administrative requirements

The $21.4 million in Program Direction request will cover Naval Reactors’ 201
DOE personnel at headquarters, the Program’s field offices, and the Idaho Oper-
ations Office, including salaries, benefits, travel, and other expenses. This staff
maintains oversight of the Program’s extensive day-to-day technical and administra-
tive operations, while continuing to ensure compliance with growing environmental,
safety, and other regulatory requirements, which—notwithstanding our excellent
record—necessitate substantial effort.

The $42.2 million in Facilities Operations (a 9 percent decrease compared to fiscal
year 2000) will maintain and modernize the Program’s facilities, including the
Bettis and Knolls laboratories and the Expended Core Facility (ECF).

The Construction funding request in the amount of $17.3 million principally pro-
vides for refurbishment and replacement of the Program’s facilities. This includes
continuation of West End Modification to the ECF Dry Cell project to allow transfer
of nuclear fuel from the Idaho Nuclear Technology and Engineering Center to ECF
for interim dry storage, as well as beginning the Major Office Replacement Building
project. Overall, investment in these various projects will extend the lives and im-
prove the efficiency of the Program’s facilities.

NNSA IMPLEMENTATION

The Office of Naval Reactors within the Department of Energy transferred into
the NNSA on 1 March 2000. The efforts expended for this transition ensured that
there have been no interruptions in Program operations or support for the Navy.
Naval Reactors’ smooth transition can be primarily attributed to:

—The hard work of the Congress and their staffs in invoking and preserving the

Naval Reactors’ Program charter, Executive Order 12344, in Title XXXII; and

—The unique nature of the Program, which has a single-mission focus with lab-

oratories and field offices solely dedicated to naval nuclear propulsion.

Naval Reactors’ Executive Order provides the Program with the tools necessary
to ensure the continuation of its historical technical and managerial excellence. For
example, because the Program maintains total responsibility for administration and
because the Director has a mandated long term (8 years), I can ensure that areas
essential to our Program’s success (such as radiological controls, nuclear safety, en-
vironmental safety and health, and security) continue to be mainstreamed into all
aspects of our daily work.

CONCLUSION

The Naval Reactors Program recently moved into its second half century of suc-
cessfully supporting the Nation’s national security with safe and effective nuclear
propulsion plants for the Navy’s most formidable forward-deployed ships. At no time
in the history of our Program has the value of nuclear propulsion been more clear.
As the Navy diligently works to more efficiently meet increasing worldwide de-
mands with decreasing assets, naval nuclear propulsion eases the strain.

Nuclear-powered warships’ long lives, ability to surge to meet emergent require-
ments, and fast transits allow our Nation to ensure that American forces are in
place when needed. No other nation has this capability. To a large extent, the credit
for this capability belongs to the wisdom of the Congress, which has consistently
supported our Program, our ideas, and the way we conduct business.

Naval Reactors, working with the Navy and the DOE, is committed to maintain-
ing this record of excellence and ensuring that our technology meets the rigorous
demz:inds of the 21st century. Your support will continue to be needed and appre-
ciated.

NAVAL REACTOR OPERATIONAL SAFETY

Senator DOMENICI. Thank you very much, Admiral. I remain to-
tally and absolutely convinced that your activities indicate a way
to have safe, totally safe, nuclear power and secure your own—in
terms of within your organization you have your own security.

We have not heard of any leaks, or thefts of secrets from your
Department and, frankly, the best reason we can put forth to the
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American people with reference to nuclear power and its future is
to cite the record of the U.S. Navy, with 103 reactors that are the
same kind of reactors we have got in our inland cities, but they are
afloat in the ocean, or under the ocean and, if something were to
happen there, they are in the midst of all of the dangers we talk
about would be right there in the water and almost every port in
the world accepts you with your engines on, right?

Admiral BowMAN. Yes, sir.

Senator DOMENICI. And you know, it is just amazing that the
United States, with all of that going on, and all of that proof, we
are walking around wondering whether we can have nuclear reac-
tors in the future on the continent of the United States, and I use
you as an example.

WOMEN SERVICE ON SUBMARINES

But now I have a tough question, because one of the youngsters
submitted a question directed at you, Admiral Bowman, and it
says, when will women be able to serve on submarines?

Admiral BowMAaN. Well, that is an excellent question and it has,
unfortunately, not a short answer.

As the former Chief of Naval Personnel, having absolutely noth-
ing to do with reactor technology, I studied this issue very closely.
I was, in fact, in that role as the Chief of Naval Personnel when
the combat exclusion law was passed in 1994, and I worked dili-
gently to include women in as many of our combatant ships and
roles as possible.

There are many good reasons to consider bringing women into
submarines. However, a submarine represents a very major chal-
lenge to our desire to integrate women fully into the Navy. Frankly
put, it is difficult to imagine being able to achieve the necessary
privacy that we would all feel comfortable with on board this very
cramped and equipment-dense platform, so I will tell you that we
are continuing to study it, but we do not see an immediate break-
through in this.

We do have women in the Navy’s nuclear power program, Mr.
Chairman. I am happy to report we have 100 women officers on
board our nuclear-powered aircraft carriers today. We have on the
order of 400 enlisted women on our nuclear-powered aircraft car-
riers working inside the Naval Reactors program, and they are
moving into all walks of life in that regard.

Senator DOMENICI. Thank you very much. That is the best we
are going to do today, okay.

Senator REID. Mr. Chairman, to see the progress made, all you
need to do is read John McCain’s book about his father. Was it his
father, or grandfather?

Admiral BowMmAN. His father was a submariner.

Senator REID. Boy, things have changed a great deal, and they
certainly have. I read that myself, Faith of Our Fathers.

UNITED STATES HELPING THE RUSSIANS CONTROL THEIR NUCLEAR
WEAPONS

Senator DOMENICI. Thank you very much for your comment, Sen-
ator.
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Could I, before these young people leave, and then I will go right
to the General, could I ask you, Dr. Gottemoeller, I am sitting out
there and I am listening to you talk about the United States spend-
ing all of this money in Russia to establish or to open up some of
their nuclear cities, to pay for some of their scientists, do other
things for them. Maybe I would ask you, are you serious? Why are
we helping Russia?

Ms. GOTTEMOELLER. That is a very good question, Mr. Chairman,
but it is in the national security interest of the United States be-
cause, after the Soviet Union broke up in the early 1990’s, we were
facing the danger of a chaotic break-up of the enormous Soviet nu-
clear arsenal, and that chaotic break-up could have led to a lot of
warheads and nuclear materials simply walking out of Russia and
ending up in the hands of terrorists or third countries not friendly
to the United States.

Senator DOMENICI. Including their scientists.

Ms. GOTTEMOELLER. And their scientists as well, because they
were not getting paid much money, and many of them were pov-
erty-stricken, and they were getting job offers from places like
North Korea and Iran, so it is very important for us to step up to
this challenge as a national security challenge for the United
States. It deals with threats to our national security.

Senator DOMENICI. General, it is a pleasure to have you.

STATEMENT OF GEN. EUGENE E. HABIGER

General HABIGER. It is my pleasure to be here, Mr. Chairman.
I thank you for the opportunity. I would like today to run through
the Department of Energy’s fiscal year 2001 budget request for the
Office of Security and Emergency Operations. Mr Chairman, I
would request my written comments be entered into the record,
and I will keep my comments here this morning very brief.

Senator DOMENICI. It will be made a part of the record.

General HABIGER. Thank you, sir. This past year, the Depart-
ment took unprecedented steps to address major internal security
problems and we have made, Mr. Chairman, significant progress in
fixing those problems. The Cox and the Rudman reports provided
a wake-up call that emphasized the urgency for needed change in
the Department’s approach to its security responsibilities.

Our proposed budget response to this wake-up call in our new se-
curity organization, which was not even a figment of anyone’s
imagination last year at this time, when the fiscal year 2000 budg-
et was being briefed to this committee, is also a result of that
wake-up call.

With your permission, Mr. Chairman, I would like to quickly in-
troduce the leadership of my security team. Mr. Joe Mahaley. Mr.
Mahaley is back behind me, sir. Mr. Mahaley is in charge of our
safeguards and security program, and his claim to fame, in addi-
tion to doing a superb job since going into that job in 1997, he got
his training at the U.S. Naval Academy, so he has a solid founda-
tion to do this job.

Next is Major General (retired) Boomer McBoom. Boomer is in
charge of emergency operations and emergency response. Boomer
was wing commander of the F-15 outfit that was first into Saudi
Arabia in 1990. He also served for 2 years at National Military
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Command Center, so he has got a tremendous background in emer-
gency operations.

Mr. John Gilligan. I have known John for many years. He was
my source selection authority when I was Commander-in-Chief of
the Strategic Command for my information technology systems. He
came over from the Department of Defense, and is the CIO and
Cyber Security Chief for the Department of Energy.

And finally, but not least, Mr. Chairman, is Ms. Nancy Holmes.
Nancy is in charge of our resource management. She is the one
that has pulled together our budget. She has been working at the
Department of Energy for nearly 40 years, and she is awesome, sir.

FISCAL YEAR 2001 BUDGET REQUEST

That is the team, and each of these professionals has been totally
involved with our fiscal year 2001 security request of $340.4 mil-
lion that comes before this committee today. This request rep-
resents an increase of 16.5 percent over our fiscal year 2000 fund-
ing level. The majority of this increase funds additional require-
ments in cyber security, critical infrastructure protection, and pro-
gram direction.

The fiscal year 2000 level of $292.2 million includes an additional
$8 million supplemental request, which is still working through the
system. This additional $8 million is to provide adequate staffing
for the Office of Security and Emergency Operations, and to sup-
port our cyber security initiatives.

Next, Mr. Chairman, I would like to say a few words about our
fiscal year 2001 budget amendment that will be submitted to Con-
gress in the near future. Strong security is based on a foundation
of clear line management authority, responsibility, and account-
ability. To do this, we must address the control and accountability
of security activities within the Department. Historically, security
activities were funded from overhead accounts at the DOE National
Laboratories and other facilities. There was no single source for re-
viewing or accounting for the security budget.

To remedy this, and to strengthen our ability to manage the re-
sponsibility of this office, in August of last year the Deputy Sec-
retary directed that the DOE fiscal year 2001 budget request in-
clude security as a specifically identified direct-funded activity
within my office. This, Mr. Chairman, is the first time a unified se-
curity budget has been submitted. This amendment will provide
the Department with the funding authority to help strengthen
DOE, provide security, allow better management of funds, provide
visibility to the Department’s commitment to appropriately fund
the security throughout the complex and, finally and most impor-
tantly, those responsible for security in the field will have an advo-
cate.

PREPARED STATEMENT

In closing, Mr. Chairman, we understand our security challenges,
we understand that we must meet those challenges, and we will,
with your support. Thank you.

[The statement follows:]



142

PREPARED STATEMENT OF GEN. EUGENE E. HABIGER
INTRODUCTION

Mr. Chairman and distinguished members of the Committee, thank you for the
opportunity to appear before you today to testify on the Department of Energy’s fis-
cal year 2001 budget request for the Office of Security and Emergency Operations
(SO).

This past year the Department took unprecedented steps to address major inter-
nal security problems and we have made significant progress in fixing those prob-
lems. Publication of the Cox and Rudman reports emphasized the urgency for need-
ed change in the way the Department performed its security responsibilities. As the
Rudman report correctly concluded, security at the Department had suffered from
diffused authority and inattention. The confidence and trust of both the American
people and Congress began to fade when enormous negative media coverage brought
national attention to security-related incidents at the national laboratories. Com-
bined with DOE’s historical track record of security deficiencies, criticism of the De-
partment as an ineffective and incorrigible agency incapable of reforming itself pre-
vailed as public sentiment.

The Secretary directed an abrupt end to this unacceptable situation and in May
1999 announced his Security Reform Package—the most sweeping reform of security
programs in the Department’s history. This comprehensive plan, which included the
creation of the Office of Security and Emergency Operations, gave DOE the tools
and authority needed to detect security infractions, correct institutional problems
and protect America’s nuclear secrets. Of paramount importance, was the need to
change the security culture at DOE and establish a program to re-energize and re-
store confidence in the Department’s security program.

FISCAL YEAR 2001 BUDGET AMENDMENT

Today, I will focus my testimony on the current budget before the Committee.
However, before I do that, I feel the need to say a few words about an fiscal year
2001 Budget Amendment that will be submitted to the Congress soon. This amend-
ment will provide the Department, for the first time, with a unified separate budget
for its safeguards and security program. It will provide the Department with the
funding authority to help strengthen DOE-wide safeguards and security, allow bet-
ter management of funds, and provide visibility to the Department’s commitment
to appropriately fund safeguards and security throughout the complex. We believe
this action, coupled with the Department’s commitment to change the security cul-
ture, refocus its commitment to security, and the establishment of the Office of Se-
curity and Emergency Operations, will correct institutional problems and ensure
that we protect America’s nuclear secrets.

Strong security is based on a foundation of clear line-management authority, re-
sponsibility and accountability. To implement change, one of the first steps required
was to address the control and accountability, or lack thereof, of security activities
within the Department. Currently, safeguards and security activities are funded
from overhead accounts at the DOE national laboratories and other facilities. There
is no single source for reviewing or accounting for the security budget. To remedy
this and to strengthen my ability to manage the responsibilities of this office, in Au-
gust 1999 the Deputy Secretary directed that the DOE fiscal year 2001 budget re-
quest include Safeguards and Security as a specifically identified, direct-funded ac-
tivity within SO, which the pending budget amendment will accomplish.

FISCAL YEAR 2001 BUDGET REQUEST

Now, let me turn to the fiscal year 2001 budget request of $340.4 million that is
before this Committee today. This request represents an increase of 16.5 percent
over our fiscal year 2000 funding level. The majority of this increase funds addi-
tional requirements in Cyber Security, Critical Infrastructure Protection and Pro-

am Direction. The fiscal year 2000 level of $292.2 million includes an additional

8.0 million supplemental request. This additional $8.0 million identified in fiscal
year 2000 is sought to provide adequate staffing for the new Office of Security and
Emergency Operations and to support cyber-security improvements.

SECURITY AFFAIRS

The Office of Safeguards and Security (OSS) ensures the protection of the Depart-
ment’s Special Nuclear Material, classified information, and facilities against theft,
sabotage, espionage and terrorist activity. As part of the Security Reform, we have
developed improved security policy and provided assistance to sites in implementing
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these revised policies. We are modifying current technologies for safeguards and se-
curity application and developing new safeguards and security technologies based on
identified user needs.

For fiscal year 2001, this program’s budget request of $60.2 million reflects in-
creases in response to the U.S. policy on counterterrorism, for the initial implemen-
tation of nuclear/chemical/biological (NBC) programs across the DOE complex, by
providing NBC protection, training and chemical/biological detection equipment. Our
Information Security program has expanded its information assurance forensics
analysis capabilities to support investigations and prosecutions of unauthorized dis-
closures of classified information. We have increased our focus on development of
physical security technology applications to address vulnerabilities at DOE sites,
and on the testing of delay tactics for use around the DOE complex.

Unclassified foreign visits and assignments to Department of Energy national lab-
oratories are vital to ensure that U.S. scientists remain knowledgeable of develop-
ments throughout the scientific world. Consequently at the end of last fiscal year,
we established a new Office of Foreign Visits and Assignments. This Office has
made tremendous strides in implementing the appropriate balance between ena-
bling international scientific exchange while ensuring the protection of national se-
curity interests. A number of changes have occurred in the way we manage foreign
nationals who visit our facilities. Specific changes include: involving counterintel-
ligence, nonproliferation, export control and security officials at the national labora-
tories in the review process authorizing visits and assignments from foreign nation-
als; extending security oversight measures to DOE headquarters and DOE-spon-
sored off-site visits and assignments; granting the Secretary of Energy sole author-
ity to approve visits and assignments from terrorist-list countries; and removing au-
thority for facility directors to grant waivers of the DOE security requirements. Fis-
cal year 2001 funding will be used to upgrade a centralized tracking system for all
foreign visitors or assignees at DOE facilities. It will also be used to enhance edu-
cation and awareness activities at DOE facilities to ensure that all personnel are
fully cognizant of the responsibilities associated with hosting foreign nationals.

The Security Investigations program is requesting $13.0 million in fiscal year
2001. The request funds background investigations for DOE-wide federal employees,
headquarters support services, protective force contractors, and miscellaneous non-
federal personnel, who, in the performance of their official duties, require a security
clearance permitting access to Restricted Data, National Security Information, or
Special Nuclear Material. Offsets of $20.0 million will be provided by four other pro-
gram offices (Defense Programs, Environmental Management, Nuclear Energy, and
Science). In fiscal year 2001, the offset program organizations will be severely im-
pacted due to language contained in the National Defense Authorization Act for fis-
cal year 2000 (S.1059, Section 3144). Background investigations on individuals who
are employed in certain sensitive positions must now be conducted by the Federal
Bureau of Investigation (FBI) rather than the Office of Personnel Management
(OPM) at a much higher price. There has been no funding increase to support our
field contractor requirements. Without the necessary funding, the Department may
need to submit a notification letter to Congress regarding a program funding in-
crease for the third year in a row.

DECLASSIFICATION

Under the authority granted in Public Laws 105-261 and 106-65, the Office of
Nuclear and National Security Information continues its program to review other-
agency documents scheduled for declassification under Executive Order 12958, to
determine if they contain sensitive nuclear design information, i.e., Restricted Data
and Formerly Restricted Data. The office also continues its effort to declassify the
Department’s own archived documents under the President’s Executive Order on
classification and declassification. Our responsibility to the American people under
these initiatives is twofold: protecting the nation’s most sensitive nuclear design in-
formation from inadvertent release; and eliminating excessive secrecy through the
declassification of documents not warranting protection.

The declassification budget request for fiscal year 2001 is $4.2 million more than
our fiscal year 2000 appropriation, representing a 25 percent increase over the fiscal
year 2000 funding level. The majority of this increase is required to implement Pub-
lic Law 106-65, section 3149, which supplements Public Law 105-261 and requires
the Department to audit an additional 450 million pages of documents at the Na-
tional Archives and Records Administration (NARA) which have already been de-
classified by other agencies and designated for release by NARA. To date, the De-
partment has audited in excess of 64 million pages of documents under these two
statutes and, in the process, has discovered erroneously declassified documents con-
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taining Restricted Data and Formerly Restricted Data. To date, the audits have pre-
vented the inadvertent release of significant amounts of sensitive nuclear weapon
design information.

Also in support of its program under Public Law 105-261 and Public Law 106—
65, the Office of Nuclear and National Security Information conducts Restricted
Data/Formerly Restricted Data training courses for other-agency declassification re-
viewers. These courses are designed to alert other-agency reviewers of the presence
of critical nuclear weapon design information which may be embedded in documents
earmarked for declassification. We have already trained over 1,000 reviewers; dur-
ing this fiscal year, over 150 reviewers have attended these training courses. We
project an additional 500 reviewers will attend the courses through the end of this
fiscal year.

As hundreds of millions of pages of data are reviewed for release throughout gov-
ernment, the Department’s program to ensure the appropriate protection of informa-
tion so vital to the nation’s security must be maintained.

CRITICAL INFRASTRUCTURE PROTECTION

The Department created the Office of Critical Infrastructure Protection to direct
DOE’s responsibilities under the national mandates of Presidential Decision Direc-
tive 63 regarding work with industry to develop and implement a plan to protect
against, mitigate, respond to, and recover from attacks that would significantly dis-
rupt the nation’s energy infrastructure. The fiscal year 2001 request of $13.0 million
supports policy and R&D activities necessary to fulfill these responsibilities.

An important DOE mandate is to assure reliability and security of the energy
grid. The nation’s energy infrastructures (electric power, oil and gas) are susceptible
to threats from natural, accidental, and intentional sources. The threats are directed
at both physical and cyber assets of the energy sector. Recent trends toward increas-
ing complexity and interconnectedness of the energy sector serve to increase the po-
tential for significant disruptions to energy supply, if an element of the infrastruc-
ture is damaged, destroyed, or otherwise compromised. Because the energy grid is
the life blood of our nation’s critical infrastructures, such significant disruptions can
have major impacts on the economy, human health and safety, and national secu-
rity. Operating under the guidance of PDD-63, DOE funds activities to address and
remedy the energy sector’s vulnerability to the increasing diversity of threats.

Focused on the thrust areas of Analysis and Risk Management and Protection and
Mitigation Technologies, the critical infrastructure program will result in real-time
control mechanisms, integrated multi-sensor and warning systems, and risk man-
agement and consequence analysis tools that will help the national energy sector
address the physical and cyber threats to, and vulnerability of, the energy infra-
structure. DOE also will develop infrastructure interdependence tools to improve the
capability to assess the technical, economic and national security implications of
cascading energy infrastructure disruptions and to improve the reliability and secu-
rity of the nation’s interdependent energy grid. This program will involve collabora-
tion between DOE and the major stakeholders, including private sector owners of
energy elements, other federal agencies involved in critical infrastructure protection,
and state and local governments. The capabilities of the national laboratories, aca-
demia, and private research organizations will be used to develop and implement
the program.

CYBER-SECURITY

When our office was established in July 1999, a single cyber security organization,
under the direction of the Chief Information Officer, was included to address the
pervasive lack of attention to our cyber security practices in a world of increased
computer hacking and cyber terrorism. The $30.3 million requested for the Cyber
Security Program in fiscal year 2001 is an increase of $17.0 million over the fiscal
year 2000 request. This increase provides policy and planning, training, technical
development, and operations to provide consistent principles and requirements that
line management can implement for the protection of classified and unclassified in-
formation used or stored on Departmental Information Systems. The policies for the
protection of this information will ensure that classified and unclassified informa-
tion is protected consistently across the various elements of the Department in a
cost-effective manner and consistent with the protection of this information in paper
form.

A goal of the program is to implement enterprise-wide training to a broad audi-
ence of individuals responsible for implementing Cyber Security programs and pro-
tection measures. These include, but are not limited to managers, system adminis-
trators, Cyber Security professionals, and general users. Training will use commer-
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cial and government off-the-shelf materials where available. The fiscal year 2001 re-
quest provides for an increase in Computer Incident Response Capability (CIAC at
LLNL) from 15 to 25 contractor staff to provide cyber security incident response,
analysis of cyber intrusions and attempted intrusions, and warning capability for
the Department.

A large portion of the funds will support the Cyber Security Core Architecture en-
gineering and deployment, which will enable the program to implement baseline
Cyber Security capabilities at 12 sites. The Public Key infrastructure (PKI) Initia-
tive started in fiscal year 2000 will be enhanced to operate and expand inter-site
PKI capability for the protection of unclassified data in transit, as well as limited
capability for protection of unclassified data in storage. The PKI Initiative will also
provide Departmental infrastructure to support token or biometric authentication.

The program will also provide for Departmental cyber security tools and capabili-
ties to support the establishment of a limited testing capability for commercial off-
the-shelf (COTS) cyber security products prior to being deployed in the Department.
There is a continuous need to evaluate and potentially modify COTS cyber security
products: (1) to ensure that the application of these products does not significantly
interfere with primary organizational or computer missions, and (2) to identify
weaknesses in COTS products that must be mitigated to ensure a consistent, com-
prehensive cyber security implementation.

EMERGENCY OPERATIONS

The fiscal year 2001 budget request for the Office of Emergency Operations is
$93.6 million. This represents a $5.94 million technical adjustment over the fiscal
year 2000 appropriation. This adjustment restores much needed funding for the Ra-
diological/Nuclear Accident Response program.

The Office of Emergency Operations serves as the central organization within the
Department of Energy for all emergency functions. To carry out this role, the office
employs the necessary command, control and communications capabilities aug-
mented by trained response personnel to ensure the successful resolution of an
emergency event affecting Departmental operations and activities. In addition, the
office ensures that the Department’s seven unique assets (Aerial Measurement Sys-
tem, Atmospheric Release Advisory Capability, Accident Response Group, Federal
Radiological Monitoring and Assessment Center, Nuclear Emergency Search Team,
Radiological Assistance Program and Radiological Emergency Assistance Center/
Training Site) are in place to provide an appropriate response to any DOE facility
or nuclear/radiological emergencies within the U.S. or abroad. These capabilities are
organized into an integrated set of radiological emergency response assets which
provides overall program management and the organizational structure during both
emergency and non-emergency conditions for the personnel, equipment, and activi-
ties that collectively comprise the program.

For fiscal year 2001, by prioritizing our program efforts, we will continue to im-
prove and expand our capabilities to effectively plan for and respond to an emer-
gency event. For example, we will: increase the number of Department-wide drills
and exercises and evaluate our readiness to implement the Department’s emergency
management system; improve our atmospheric release plume modeling capability;
expand the number of sites and technical features of the Emergency Communica-
tions Network; and increase our training of emergency management personnel at
the Emergency Operations Training Academy.

PROGRAM DIRECTION

The fiscal year 2001 request for Program Direction of $89.4 million will provide
the salaries, benefits, travel, support services, and related expenses associated with
overall management, oversight, staffing and administrative support necessary to
carry out the Security and Emergency Operations Program. This represents an in-
crease of $7.6 million over the fiscal year 2000 appropriation and requested supple-
mental. The requested increase in funds would provide additional staff and cover
their associated costs (including inflation).

CONCLUSION

Today, the Department has raised its level of consciousness regarding security ac-
tivities that led to the deterioration of security awareness and education. We now
function in a security environment decidedly different from the one we faced a dec-
ade earlier. We cannot directly control or alter the threats to the security interests
entrusted to our care. What can be controlled, however, is our ability to plan, train,
and respond should these threats ever materialize. The changing security environ-
ment and other threats over the past decade have fundamentally altered the De-
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partment’s security perspective and posture. This is a significant challenge, but one
that the Department of Energy must be prepared to meet.

The bottom line is clear . . . The Department has made significant progress over
the past year in standing up a new security organization. We're seeing a change in
the culture and an improved level of security awareness. With the support, coopera-
tion and buy-in of other program offices across the DOE complex, the initiatives that
the Secretary has put forth are working. Our professionals are committed to serving
their country in an environment that produces the very best science within a frame-
work of security that is effective, but not unjustifiably intrusive.

NATIONAL IGNITION FACILITY

Senator DOMENICI. Thank you very much, General.

Senator Reid.

Senator REID. Thank you a lot, Mr. Chairman.

General, one of the questions was answered—I guess when I say
General, I have to identify the General. Like when people say Sen-
ator around here, everybody turns around.

General Gioconda, you answered a question that I had as to
when the new NIF baseline will come up, and you said around
June 1.

General GIOCONDA. Sir, that is the reporting requirement. Sec-
retary Richardson has made a commitment, understanding your ac-
celerated mark up schedule, to provide to you, as early as possible
the NIF options.

In fact, this afternoon I am meeting with the Secretary to go
through the options that have been developed and take him
through several weeks of work outlining what options are avail-
able. They range from zero, no continuation, to all the way through
full funding to get the program back on track.

Senator REID. General, I hope that you heard not only what I
said, but how I said it. I personally feel we have really been misled.
We were working under very tight budget constraints and we were
promised, and we said, is this going to work out, and I think we
were misled.

They recognized once we started we never stop anything around
here. Well, that is not quite true. We have stopped things, and
when I mentioned the Superconducting Super Collider, that was a
tough thing that we did, but I think NIF, unless we get that re-
solved, there is going to be more than this Senator concerned about
it. This is something, I can just see how this is going to develop
on the floor. I hope you got that message.

General GIOCONDA. Yes, sir. There are three steps we have been
engaged in with NIF, and when you say you have been misled, that
is quite frankly how the Secretary feels. He made his speech that
it was on-cost, on-schedule, and it was not communicated to De-
fense Programs, nor was it, obviously, communicated to the Sec-
retary. The first thing that the Secretary had to do, was determine
the program, who do you trust and what is the truth.

Then he had to put together a management team to develop the
options that you can rely on if you were to move forth with the pro-
gram, and that is kind of the step we are in now. Many people
have been reassigned, moved out of their jobs, resigned, and been
told, quite frankly, their performance was unacceptable.

Next, I believe, we have put together, a good management team.
We have put in the hands of the lab what they are world-class at,
which is science, and we have put in the hands of people who are
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world-class in integration, which is not the lab, and that is what
got them in trouble. Now what we are figuring out is the path for-
ward, and that is what we owe you.

Senator REID. General, I am not saying this because Secretary
Richardson is from New Mexico, or that the chairman of the sub-
committee is from New Mexico. But I really feel, again speaking
only for me, that I have gotten better information from the two
labs in New Mexico on a continual basis than I have from the outfit
in California, and I am going to take a real close look at programs
that emanate from that facility. I have the distinct impression that
they feel they own this subcommittee, and they should understand,
all those within the sound of my voice, that they do not.

General GIOCONDA. Sir, what I would like to offer, if I could at
this point in the record, is to give you, when the Secretary ap-
proves, two white papers, one classified and one unclassified, on
NIF, what its requirements are, how it fits Stockpile Stewardship,
and how it relates to the rest of the program. When that is ap-
proved by the Secretary, sir, I would like to offer that to you, be-
cause I think that is important to what you are saying—how NIF
relates to all of Stockpile Stewardship, and how all of stockpile
stewardship relates to each other.

DEVICE ASSEMBLY FACILITY

Senator REID. I know the chairman has so many things to do,
but I have another question or two that I would like to ask.

We constructed at the Nevada Test Site, at great expense, a De-
vice Assembly Facility. We did that because the original facility
was real close to the perimeter. It was reachable, and this is some-
thing we were very proud of. Well, it has not been used much at
all since we spent a large amount of money building it. It is only
20 to 25 percent, at best, utilized today.

I would like you to take a look at this facility and have your peo-
ple give me a report as to what can be done to more fully utilize
this facility. The Department’s combined budget request for na-
tional security for next year is about $7 billion, and it seems that
this facility simply isn’t being used at all, so I would like you to
get back to me on that.

Senator DOMENICI. Could it be back to the committee?

Senator REID. Yes, please. Of course.

General GIOCONDA. Sir, our Albuquerque Operations Office and
our Nevada Operations Office are doing that right now as part of
our infrastructure plans. So yes sir. We will get it back to you.

[The information follows:]

DEVICE ASSEMBLY FACILITY

The Device Assembly Facility (DAF) at the Nevada Test Site (NT'S) was designed
to assemble test devices for underground nuclear tests. With the cessation of under-
ground testing, new missions have been sought for the facility. Currently there are
four mission assignments for the DAF: (1) support to the subcritical experiments;
(2) readiness to resume underground nuclear tests; (3) readiness to receive damaged
U.S. nuclear weapons; and (4) plutonium target assembly for the JASPER two-stage
gas gun. Additional long-term missions for the DAF are being studied by the Los
Alamos and Lawrence Livermore National Laboratories in conjunction with the Al-
buquerque and Nevada Operations Offices. Activities being looked at are those
which would add strength to the current NTS mission and help build and maintain
a cadre of experienced nuclear explosives technicians and engineers such as stock-
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pile surveillance activities including advanced aging units, drop testing, limited dis-
mantlement, shelf life evaluation, and other lab research and developments. The
DAF is also being considered as an alternative for the relocation of the Los Alamos
Critical Experiments Facility now in Technical Area 18 at the Los Alamos National
Laboratory and as a possible monitored disassembly facility under future arms con-
trol regimes.

Senator REID. Mr. Chairman, I have a series of questions that I
will submit. As you know, I have spoken to you on the Atlas, the
pulse power facility. I have a significant number of questions on
that that I would like you to focus some attention on. I think that
again, for whatever reason, I was told certain things. We put cer-
tain things in our last bill. They just have been ignored. I would
like you to take a look at that.

Senator DOMENICI. I think that is really important. We went
through a lot of effort last year to work on this, and it looks like
it is not happening. We just have to know all about it. We would
like to know why.

INTEGRATED STRATEGY

General GIOCONDA. You are talking about the megastrategy or
integrated strategy?

Senator REID. Yes, with particular emphasis for me on the Atlas
program.

General Habiger, when can we have an exact date for the secu-
rity budget, your security budget? When are you going to be able
to do that?

General HABIGER. Mr. Chairman, that budget left the Depart-
ment of Energy 2 weeks ago. It is now over in the Office of Man-
agement and Budget. We are going over there today to try to break
that loose, and I cannot give you a date, sir.

Sir, I should have had this over here 2 months ago, and I am
very frustrated that it is not here.

Senator REID. Well, I think we are very fortunate, and I speak
for all four of you here. I mean, I think that if people knew the
quality of folks that we had running this most important part of
our national security, our Government today, they would be and
should be very proud and I think this is a great collection of minds,
with a lot of experience, and I am very happy to be working with
you.

Mr. Chairman, Thank you.

NEED FOR FUNCTIONAL NNSA

Senator DOMENICI. General Habiger, I am not sure, because of
time, that I will get around to questions. I will probably submit
them to you, but let me suggest that you probably have done the
best job, looking at the past, of trying to consolidate the office that
you have alluded to, the security office, but I still want to tell you
what I believe.

I believe that the office is going to be no better ultimately than
the management scheme for nuclear weaponry within the Depart-
ment of Energy. I believe it is subject to so many cross-currents of
regulations, that is, the function that we would try to isolate and
call nuclear weaponry, that it is almost impossible for anybody to
truly have their hands around security or anything as generic as
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that, and that is why we—will ask the Secretary, but that is why
we believe it is very important that the law that we pass be com-
plied with, and that we begin the structural reform.

You heard the Admiral. Now, they are not comparable programs,
but you heard that everything to do with the naval reactor program
is under one person, one commander, all of it—security, production,
management, the whole scheme, and to a very real extent we have
watched in the past when a problem comes up in the Department,
a new box is created, and I am not suggesting your box, because
you could probably put something together that would describe it
better than the rather profound word, box, but we watched it, and
that is what happens.

A big problem occurs, and a new box is created, but it gets lost
when it comes into contact with the proliferation, the pieces of the
Department that want to get a piece of the action of what is going
on. I want you to know that it is my plain, simple evaluation that
there will be an NNSA in full function soon and it will be sooner
rather than later, because whether we can make it work with Sec-
retary Richardson, who has a couple of very big concerns—and it
is just a matter of time, but it is going to be done.

And so I urge that as you put this apparatus together and sug-
gest a new budgeting approach where you are going to do more
harmonizing, I hope you will look at the statute on NNSA and
make sure that you are not building something that will have dif-
ficulty fitting into that, because I assure you that when you send
it up here we are going to look at it that way, and this is one Sen-
ator—and I think on this score I will be listened to.

I am not going to address your amended request if I see this as
building a brand-new box that is to be independent and will not fit
into the NNSA that we modeled somewhat after theirs, but cer-
tainly Admiral Chiles and others know that it is different than
yours, so we created what is necessary, it seems, to try to do a bet-
ter job for the next decade.

ADEQUACY OF STOCKPILE STEWARDSHIP PROGRAM

Now, General Gioconda, I have a lot of questions, but what I am
really concerned about is the adequacy of the 2001 budget. Even
though we all sit here and say, isn’t it good, it has got an increase
in it, you yourself must be familiar with some things that are pret-
ty critical that we may not be able to do under this budget that
we ought to be doing. I wonder if you could tell us a few of those.

General GIOCONDA. Sir, the one thing, and thank you for the
tYeIﬁI kind words about Dr. Reis. As an Italian, he is still my god-
ather.

Sir, the three things that have to be the priority in stockpile
stewardship is what I call people, places, and process. The first is
the people. If we do not attack that issue, to get the next genera-
tion trained, make sure the people believe this is a vital national
issue and stay with the program. This budget, there is not enough
to do that, but we are working on the plans to do that.

The second thing is, places, infrastructure. As you mentioned, if
you look back at the history of Stockpile Stewardship in the last
5 years, the thing that has caused us the most problems is start-
up of infrastructure. It has not started up very gracefully.
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If you look at the way we designed new infrastructure—we built
a new weapon, then the infrastructure was updated as the new
weapon flowed through the system. Well, since we do not have that
forcing function any more, we have to figure out how we are going
to update the infrastructure. With 50 to 60 percent of the current
stockpile coming through the complex for refurbishment, we need
to do that very quickly.

The third part is the process, which drives the other two. We
have to make sure that we have a process that is based on require-
ments, requirements that can stand your review, our review, and
go forward on those. I think we now have the process. Those other
two areas, infrastructure and people, quite frankly, have paid the
price any time we’ve gotten in a budget crunch.

Senator DOMENICI. Well, while we look at some very important
issues regarding the maintenance and our ability to attract the ex-
pert personnel we have to look at some very mundane-type things,
because they are very adversely affected by polygraph, the poly-
graph positions of the U.S. Government, and limitations on labora-
tory research and development and travel.

I have some very specific questions, but I will submit them, but
essentially I am very hopeful that we are developing a polygraph
sense about the laboratories that is way, way far from let’s have
polygraphs for everybody, and that it will not be that. It will be a
program that is directed at polygraphs being an integrated ap-
proach to try and do better surveillance of the activities of our sci-
entists and those in the labs. You are developing that.

POLYGRAPH TESTS

General GIOCONDA. Sir, I consider myself the spokesman for that
in the Department, and just recently we have had several meetings
with the lab directors present. General Habiger has been there,
and we sat down and worked out the details, and so the implemen-
ters understand what they are implementing.

I have taken a polygraph, after 30 years in the Air Force, to un-
derstand what it is all about, and we are going through that step-
by-step. We are not trying to jump ahead. We are trying to make
sure this is all integrated but it is a very fragile area of trust.

Senator DOMENICI. I think it is very important that either you
or the lab directors, as soon as practicable, begin to communicate
with the workforce, that in fact this is evolving, and whatever they
have read—and we are not there yet, so they do not assume they
are working just 2 or 3 more years trying to get the hell out of
here, as some would say, because I do not want it to be part of my
Ph.D. career to end up with me having to take polygraph tests
every year, and so I hope we can communicate that is a very, very
big morale problem.

Now, also, regarding travel, we had a series of questions, but
let’s just say, you and I and everybody running the Department
knows that people in the laboratory have to travel, right? It is just
part of being a great scientist, a great engineer, a great manager
of programs. They have got to get out and interact with others.
That is part of the academic aspect of their lives, and they have
to travel to foreign countries, which some people around do not
want that to happen, either, but they have got to.
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In fact, any prohibition that they cannot go to Taiwan or com-
munist China, somebody is going to look at that after a while and
say, now, who is winning and who is losing in this exchange pro-
gram, so for the record, you all are concerned about that, are you
not, and you are trying to put something together that is realistic,
yet not as ambitious as they have had in the past. It was too ambi-
tious and too costly.

General GIOCONDA. Sir, my comment on travel is, we have just
got to ask the questions that need to be asked before someone trav-
els. We can’t assume the dollars are there. We need to take the
GAO comments and implement a process, and then I think, sir,
that can withstand anyone’s scrutiny.

TRITIUM PRODUCTION

Senator DOMENICI. We had an option called accelerator produc-
tion of tritium that was a back-up to using a reactor, and inciden-
tally I compliment the entire Department on the success of using
the reactor system of the TVA. I never thought we would clear that
program that easily but I assume, environmentally and otherwise,
that people have looked at it objectively instead of with some of the
typical emotionalness, and we are going to proceed.

General GIOCONDA. Sir, the only hurdle we have left is the NRC
licensing, and that is the paperwork we are doing this year.

Senator DOMENICI. NRC licensing has become a much more posi-
tive and realistic activity in the past 2 or 3 years, and I take a lit-
tle credit for that, and I am proud of it, but I think they are doing
pretty well.

We are thinking about a composite that will involve continuation
of accelerator research and include transportation of waste. We
think there is a real chance at this point, when we are worried
about energy and our dependance, that we would take a real seri-
ous look at the science of transportation as well as alternatives for
tritium and other things an accelerator can do. We are going to try
to put a program together and submit it to you all for your anal-
ysis.

General GIOCONDA. We in Defense Programs support that. I re-
sisted the temptation to take the money, because I am blessed with
two really good programs that are working very, very well.

No action was taken against the APT program as a bad program.
In fact, it was excellent. It made the choice hard. We cut the design
capability. We put that in the back seat, and we went on with the
engineering because that is important, and we are trying to link up
with other parts of the Department to have that program continue,
and Defense Programs wants to be a part of that.

NUCLEAR WEAPONS PRODUCTION

Senator DOMENICI. I think we ought to state here for the record
and in public that, contrary to impressions and accusations, as the
head of stockpile stewardship and your position in the Department,
the United States of America to your knowledge, and certainly to
my knowledge, is not producing any new nuclear weapon, right?
We're not manufacturing any new weapons?

General GIOCONDA. Absolutely not, sir.
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Senator DOMENICI. And we are continuing to develop a budget
that is predicated upon that premise that we are not going to build
any.

On the other hand, the Russians, they keep their stockpile safe,
et cetera, by building new nuclear weapons. That sounds strange
to Americans, but they build a completely different nuclear weap-
on, and so they rebuild them. Are you satisfied, in your position,
that there is no significant disadvantage to the United States, in
the current posture of them building new ones to keep theirs solid
and solvent, and us doing ours under stockpile stewardship and re-
plenishment of parts?

General GIOCONDA. Sir, as long as I carry out the second part of
my mandate, which is to maintain a design capability and work on
that, then I believe that our program, our scientists, our great
minds, and our production people will stay sharp—then I think
we're okay. But if I just do half, and just fall asleep at the switch,
then I will have problems.

But right now, sir, I am confident we are doing the right thing.

Senator DOMENICI. General, let me suggest that one thing we are
least capable of doing as a people, probably because of our govern-
ance style, is to maintain an effectiveness that is not needed. We
just have a very difficult time saying, let’s keep the Nevada Test
Site ready. I mean, it is hard for us to put money into that kind
of a thing, just like it is to put money into maintaining great sci-
entists who are not doing the design and keeping that workforce.

I think it is a very important part of your role, and I think every
chance you get you ought to make sure you analyze it from the
standpoint of us not cutting corners with reference to the parts of
the Department that are attractive to those people we may need if
ever this approach is not working.

LONG-TERM STOCKPILE STEWARDSHIP BUDGET

Now, let me talk a minute about the $45 billion framework that
comes forth from your 30-day review. Is it possible to meet the
stockpile work load to develop the technical tools needed to ensure
the reliability of the stockpile and maintain the readiness of the
technical facility base within this $45 billion for the over 10 years?
Would you just answer it and give us a brief explanation if you
think it is?

General GIOCONDA. No, sir. Yes, I will answer it, but no, sir. I
have to watch my answers here.

It is important, I believe, to go through and look at what it was.
The $4.5 billion over 10 years was a good start as far as what was
projected for the program, but a lot of things have changed in the
program. I think it has to be a requirements-based program, that
you base it on requirements and then you make decisions based on
how much and what requirements you want to have done and what
requirements you want to put on hold. Our new budget structure
will allow us to do that in a much more stringent manner, but I
do not think a magic formula at this point is the right way of doing
it.

Senator DOMENICI. Well, look, I was just going to tick off some
things that have obviously changed dramatically, but I will just use
one. Obviously, the NIF overruns could be very substantial. In that
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$45 billion in that period, they could be $600 to $800 million, and
nobody planned for that. That is a huge amount.

We do not have to have very many of those, and the $45 billion
is not available for what you need it for. I believe your continued
work with the Department of Defense to make sure they are fully
supportive of our defense work so that they treat it like regular de-
fense work when they consider how much you need—and then we
will have to do that up here.

People think the DOE nuclear weapons program is a stepchild.
They fund the Department of Defense appropriation, but forget this
is defense money as well. This is a continuing problem and is very
difficult for us. The Department must push very hard that these
are very important defense issues, and that is what they are. We
do not need them if they are not defense.

General GIOCONDA. Sir, that is one of my jobs as a General Offi-
cer assigned to DOE, to open up the communication between the
Departments. What has been very useful is STRATCOM, with Ad-
miral Mies and General Habiger, opening up the communication
with the Department. A lot of people in the Defense Department
need the same knowledge, and we have to keep that going. I can
say it is on a positive upswing.

Senator DOMENICI. Well, I think it is a matter of communications
and making sure that the Pentagon knows the importance of these
programs, because they will be just as impressed as with the im-
portance of whether we build a new aircraft carrier or not.

General GIOCONDA. Every one of my assistants meets with a de-
fense official once a week, picks one and makes sure they stay in
contact, both the Navy and the Air Force, and I do the same, and
that is the way to open it, making sure we keep these items center
stage.

Senator DOMENICI. I am going to submit questions for your re-
sponse. For example, to explain the pit production at Los Alamos,
what it really is intended to be, and where we are going in terms
of our requirements on pits. I guess it is a fair statement to say
as of today Pakistan has more ability to manufacture pits than the
United States of America. Is that true? Somebody said that to me.

General GIOCONDA. Sir, I am not conversant on the Pakistan pro-
gram. They obviously did one.

Senator DOMENICI. Well, if they could do one, they are better
than us.

General GIOCONDA. Sir, for the record, I will take our stockpile
over theirs.

RELATIONSHIP WITH RUSSIA

Senator DOMENICI. Of course. I am just making a point about one
little piece of it. It is not always appropriate to do that.

Okay, what I think I am going to do is recess now and submit
questions to all three of you. Let me also suggest that in Russia,
where you spend a lot of time and where I have some great friends,
like Sid Hecker, who spends almost all of his life trying to figure
out how to do better over there, this is also a time where we have
to be careful about what is going on in Russia.

They have a new president. None of us really know what that
means right now. It does not seem to me like he is going to be any-
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thing like the president that they have had the last 4 or 5 years
over there, and our continued assistance in these areas has to be
on the basis that we are getting some real feed-back from them
that is tangible and objective, that they are really cooperating in
an effort to reduce the threats and to eliminate every opportunity
we can for further proliferation.

If that is not happening, that can get turned off awful fast up
here, because we are on a thin, thin reed right now in terms of sup-
port. I continue to support it, even the new initiative on the cities,
the nuclear cities initiative. I have very serious doubts that you can
convert those cities the way we think, but I think it is worth a
small amount of money to see if we can.

Ms. GOTTEMOELLER. Thank you for your support, Mr. Chairman.
It has been an exciting year, as I mentioned in my testimony, but
I agree with you, we need to keep on top of the situation and keep
in close communication to make sure that we are getting results
from the Russian side.

ADDITIONAL COMMITTEE QUESTIONS

Senator DOMENICI. Thank you, we will submit all of the rest of
the questions.

[The following questions were not asked at the hearing, but were
submitted to the Department for response subsequent to the hear-
ing:]

QUESTIONS SUBMITTED BY SENATOR PETE V. DOMENICI
CONDITION OF THE NUCLEAR WEAPONS STOCKPILE

Queg}tion. General Gioconda, is the nuclear weapons stockpile safe, reliable and
secure?

Answer. Yes, the Secretaries of Energy and Defense have recently certified, for
the fourth consecutive year, that the safety, security, and reliability of the Nation’s
nuclear weapons stockpile is assured without the need for underground nuclear
yield testing at this time.

Question. Do you have confidence that the weapons in the stockpile can and will
perform as designed?

Answer. Yes, the integrity of the existing nuclear weapons stockpile is assured
through the execution of the Stockpile Stewardship Program which includes routine
surveillance, regular replacement of limited life components such as gas reservoirs
and neutron generators, and the replacement or upgrade of other components and
subsystems. Each year in the surveillance program, eleven weapons of each weapon
type are disassembled and examined. Laboratory and flight tests are also conducted
to simulate expected deployment environments. The data from these examinations
and tests are compiled and carefully analyzed by the DOE and the national labora-
tories using extensive computer modeling, which helps to understand the long-term,
time-dependent behavior of weapons materials and the implications of any observed
changes on weapon life projections.

ADEQUACY OF FISCAL YEAR 2001 BUDGET REQUEST

Question. Are there any critical needs not addressed in the budget request be-
cause of the lack of budgetary resources? If so, please explain.

Answer. There are no critical needs that are not addressed in the budget request
with the exception of the NIF rebaseline. However, as I testified to, when we’ve got-
ten in a budget crunch, it’s our people and our infrastructure which seem to have
paid the mortgage price. This budget is no different and we know if we don’t fix
the problems soon they will be very critical. We must recruit and train the next gen-
eration of scientists and engineers and it must be done while we still have a cadre
of workers whose experience with the stockpile can be passed on to the next genera-
tion. There must be a transition period with both the experienced workers and the
new recruits on board and that expenditure has been deferred in light of more
pressing needs the past few years. At the same time with no new weapons moving
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through the complex to force the issue, our investment in our infrastructure has not
kept pace with future needs. As a large portion of the stockpile must move through
the complex for reburbishments in the coming years that situation must also be re-
versed.

However, the investments we are making in developing our scientific capabilities
are mandatory if we are to continue to certify the safety and reliability of the stock-
pile without underground testing. That scientific capability is already paying off and
we just certified to the President for the fourth consecutive year that underground
testing is not necessary at this time. As these scientific capabilities mature these
investments will be reduced. Our work with DOD to identify and assess the final
technical drivers and schedules for weapon component replacements and our new
budget structure will hopefully allow us to more effectively balance the program.

Question. Will the budget request before the committee allow NNSA to meet all
DOD annual weapons alterations, modifications, and surveillance schedules? For ex-
ample, does this budget put us on a schedule to make all of the safety and security
upgrades available when the weapons go in for refurbishment?

Answer. The fiscal year 2001 budget request assumes enactment of the supple-
mental request in fiscal year 2000. If this funding is provided, we will be able to
meet all fiscal year 2001 scheduled weapons alterations, modifications, and surveil-
lance requirements. The Department will continue to assess weapon workload prior-
ities to ensure weapons in the stockpile remain safe and secure.

Question. Does this budget request make the appropriate investments in future
manufacturing facilities, process development, critical skills so that the NNSA will
be able to meet the known future military requirements as well as the requirements
of the Stockpile Life Extension Program?

Answer. I believe the balance we have reached in the fiscal year 2001 budget re-
quest is the best one to fulfill the requirement to maintain a national deterrent
while ensuring a path for the viability of the weapons production complex to
produce components into the future. One of the avenues we are pursuing is our pro-
duction readiness campaigns. In fiscal year 2001, we are proposing in initiate the
Secondary Readiness Campaign, which will begin to address these issues for sec-
ondary production. These efforts are planned to be expanded in fiscal year 2002 cov-
ering two additional production readiness campaigns, high explosives/assembly and
nonnuclear component manufacturing. To address the critical skills issues, we con-
tinue to fund the Laboratory Directed Research and Development program and have
requested the establishment of an analogous program in the production plants,
Plant-Manager Research, Development and Demonstration (PMRDD), to attract and
retain the best possible people to the laboratories and production plants.

Question. If the Committee were to provide you additional funds, what would be
your next priorities and at what level of funding?

Answer. I believe we have struck an appropriate balance in the fiscal year 2001
budget request between Directed Stockpile Work, Campaigns, and infrastructure. Of
course, funding for the NIF rebaseline was not included in the request, but we will
soon transmit a budget neutral amendment to accommodate the new baseline. As
always there are items which could not be accommodated within the budget request,
or which could benefit from additional funding, but it is our judgement that these
are not critical needs.

ADEQUACY OF 10 YEAR $45 BILLION BUDGET FRAMEWORK

Question. A key outcome of the 30 Day Review was the need for DOE and DOD
to refine the process for determining the scheduling of stockpile refurbishing re-
quirements considering military, human, and budgetary needs. What are the critical
underlying issues that make this such an important area of focus? What progress
has been made to resolve these issues?

Answer. There are never enough resources to satisfy all requirements. Choices
must be made. In Defense Programs, the choices are complicated by the fact that
the DOE and DOD have had differing views on which requirements should take
precedence; stockpile work, scientific and technical tools, security, reliability, or in-
frastructure. In the final analysis, all of these requirements and many others must
be balanced and integrated in order to have a viable and responsible program.

We are working within the program and with the DOD to reach agreement on
a prioritized set of requirements. A group within the DOE, the Requirements As-
sessment and Implementation Team, has started work on a DOE list. In the DOD,
the Nuclear Weapons Requirements Working Group, has embarked on a similar
task, and both groups are working together to establish a common set of prioritized
requirements for the stockpile stewardship program of the future.
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Question. In your judgement, is it possible to meet the Direct Stockpile workload;
develop the scientific and technical tools needed to insure stockpile safety, security,
and reliability; and maintain the Readiness of the technical and facility base within
the $45 billion, 10-year budget framework? Please explain.

Answer. The Stockpile Stewardship Program is working, we have been able to cer-
tify to the President for the fourth consecutive year that underground testing is not
necessary, but we’ve made some difficult choices as to where limited resources must
be spent.

Recognizing the changes that have occurred in the program since its inception,
last Fall the Secretary ordered a review of the health and status of the nuclear
weapons complex, including its physical infrastructure, and of the status of recruit-
ment, retention, and training of top scientists and engineers needed to sustain the
program. While the review indicated that Stockpile Stewardship is on track both in
terms of specific science, surveillance, and production accomplishments and in terms
of developing a program management structure to improve the certification process,
it did provide insight into areas that still need attention.

We are engaged with the DOD in identifying the process for determining the
scheduling of refurbishments to more fully consider military, workforce, and budg-
etary needs. At the same time we must aggressively develop the scientific capabili-
ties required to certify the stockpile without testing. This is proving to be more ex-
pensive than estimated at the program’s inception and is requiring less than opti-
mum funding for our future infrastructure and for recruiting, retention and training
of our people. The Stockpile Stewardship Program is a requirements-based program
and it is our determination regarding when those requirement must be meet that
drives the budget.

Question. In your view, what is the appropriate annual budget level needed to
meet these requirements? Can you even set a baseline for a program still in devel-
opment?

Answer. There is no absolute formula for determining the annual budget level
with the challenge of certifying our stockpile without underground testing. I do be-
lieve that our budget each year should be requirements based and not measured
against an arbitrary standard and that as we refine and prioritize requirements
with the DOD and gain more experience with our developing scientific capabilities
the annual budget can be refined to the point where a requirements based future
year budget can be confidently forecasted.

NEW BUDGET AND REPORTING STRUCTURE

Question. DOE’s fiscal year 2001 budget proposes a significantly changed budget
and reporting structure. The new structure integrates the activities under the old
Stockpile Stewardship and Management approach into the Stockpile Stewardship
Program which consist of 3 main elements: Directed Stockpile Work, Readiness in
Technical Base and Facilities, and Campaigns which has 17 sub-elements. General
Gioconda, your statement indicates that you are “collecting data in the new struc-
ture as a further check on the viability of the approach,” Why is this approach being
put forth if you are unsure of its success?

Answer. We believe this new business line approach better integrates our program
elements, and if approved and implemented, will provide an improved program
framework. Prior to receiving official approval of the structure change, we are con-
tinuing to fine tune with the Headquarters and Operations Office Chief Financial
Officers the categories underpinning the major new structure elements. We are hav-
ing the M&O contractors collect fiscal year 2000 budget execution data unofficially
in the new structure. It allows Headquarters to assure that the new cost categories
provide the intended information; it also permits the contractors to begin to develop
and put into place the complex cost accounting mapping tools to successfully accom-
plish the structure change in order to execute it officially in fiscal year 2001.

Making a major accounting and budgeting change is a formidable task, and a
transition period is not unusual to assess each measure with the assured confidence
that we expect.

Question. The budget justification material for Campaigns provides a very general
description of the goals and end states, and provides general, non-specific perform-
ance measures for each Campaign. How can the work on critical research and devel-
opment, and analysis of the nuclear weapons stockpile be managed in a focused way
without specific milestones and performance measures?

Answer. We are doing the “focused way” just as the question implies. As stated
in the budget justification, the Campaigns are managed by detailed implementation
plans that include specific year-by-year technical milestones and deliverables. The
table to which you refer in the budget contains the highest level information from
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these plans—the end state for each campaign, and the highest level performance
measures for the 5 year period. The Detailed Budget Justification section of the
budget cascades to the next lower level of detail in support of those high level per-
formance measures, highlighting each Campaign’s Major Technical Elements with
associated fiscal year 2001 funding. The specific milestones and performance meas-
ures supporting this lower level are not included in the budget document. Rather,
they are included in the implementation plans, which we would be happy to make
available to the Committees if desired. The measures in the implementation plans
are referenced in the Department’s Work Authorization system when the programs
are executed.

Question. How detailed are the annual Implementation Plans? Explain if, or how
personnel performance evaluations are tied to the success of these annual plans?

Answer. The Implementation Plan for Campaigns are primarily documentation of
the technical goals and detailed milestones and deliverables for the M&O contrac-
tors who execute the Stockpile Stewardship programs. These plans contain the types
of milestones which could be utilized by M&O contractors in evaluation of their em-
ployees, although the DOE is not directly involved in these efforts. At a higher level,
these plans could be enumerated in the performance measures associated with the
M&O contracts. Federal managers may also choose to include a reference to a spe-
cific Implementation Plan as part of their personnel performance measurement
package. We are looking at the potential for all of this throughout our federal struc-
ture and M&O contracting.

ABILITY TO MEET MILITARY REQUIREMENTS

Question. The DOD is the military customer for the nuclear stockpile and part-
ners with the DOE to set requirements for the stockpile stewardship program. A
significant fraction of the weapons in the stockpile are aging well beyond their de-
sign lives. Since we are not producing new weapons, we must begin rebuilding our
existing weapons by fiscal year 2006. When we begin rebuilding weapons, we want
to be able to make them more safe, reliable, and secure.

The 30-Day Review said “Failure to develop and mature these technologies [to
make weapons safer, more reliable, and more secure] during the next 3-5 years
could lead to the reuse of 20-30 years old technology in refurbished weapons.”

General Gioconda, has the Administration requested a budget that supports the
schedule to rebuild weapons and incorporate the latest technologies to make our
weapons safer, more reliable and more secure?

Answer. The Administration has requested a budget that strikes an appropriate
balance between developing new technologies, incorporating those technologies into
the stockpile, and being able to certify that the stockpile is safe, secure, and reliable
without a nuclear test. More work in the surety options available for each weapon
in the stockpile is being conducted prior to large resource decisions.

CYBER SECURITY

Question. The 30-Day Review identified the special challenge of balancing the im-
plementation of program requirements and new security requirements. It noted a
recent study that found secure information environments across the complex were
outdated and poorly supported compared to unclassified systems. The 30-Day Re-
view stated, “The study concludes that a robust set of cyber-security related up-
grades would cost approximately $850 million over four years to complete. At
present, funds are not identified to commence the needed upgrades.” What is the
Department’s plan to upgrade cyber-security throughout the weapons complex?

Answer. Defense Programs, in conjunction with the Chief Information Officer, will
convene the Integrated Security Management (ISecM) leadership team to review,
update, and attempt to reduce the projected costs of the program described in the
October 1999 report. The cyber security standard used for ISecM will be changed
from “preeminent” to “national security best practice” based on lessons learned from
the intelligence community and DOD, with an emphasis on secure computing oper-
ations in the weapons complex. Using the results of this review, analyses of nuclear
weapons information assets, and analysis of data flows within the nuclear weapons
complex, Defense Programs will develop a revised set of requirements for improved
cyber security throughout the weapons complex. Defense Programs will complete the
analyses, revise the requirements, and develop a program plan (including antici-
pated funding requirements) within the next few months.

Question. Why hasn’t the Administration requested the $850 million over four
years to implement the proposed cyber security upgrades?

Answer. Funds for the Integrated Security Management (ISecM) proposal were
not included because the proposal was still being reviewed. The ISecM proposal was
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based on “pre-eminent protection against the insider threat” which substantially in-
crease the overall project costs without a corresponding significant increase in pro-
tection. Defense Programs in close coordination with the DOE Chief Information Of-
ficer has initiated an effort to define a program to improve cyber security in the
weapons laboratories using effective, but less stringent, criteria. A detailed program
plan and funding requirements will be forthcoming through the DOE Chief Informa-
tion Officer.

Question. How important is cyber security and what is the appropriate level of
funding to address our cyber security vulnerabilities over the next five years?

Answer. Protecting nuclear weapon information against an ever-increasing threat,
including increasingly sophisticated insiders is important. Funding requirements
will be defined during the planning and design phase of the weapons complex enter-
prise secure network. In addition to the development and integration costs, the costs
of maintaining the integrated enterprise-wide secure computing infrastructure will
require a substantial ongoing investment to stay ahead of the evolving threat.

NATIONAL IGNITION FACILITY

Question. NIF has been described by the Department as critical for Stockpile
Stewardship. Recently, many reports have surfaced with major concerns regarding
schedule and costs for NIF.

General Gioconda, how important is NIF to the success of the Stockpile Steward-
ship program and maintaining the nuclear deterrent? Will a fully operational NIF
be necessary to certify weapons systems in the future?

Answer. NIF is a unique facility and a key element of the Stockpile Stewardship
Program because it will allow the experimental study of thermonuclear burn and
important regimes of high energy density science, directly related to the primaries
and secondaries of modern nuclear weapons. Thermonuclear burn is at the very
heart of how our stockpile works. The ability to experimentally study physical phe-
nomenon under these conditions will lead to greater confidence in the US stockpile
over the long-term. Although NIF ignition experiments will not test all of the phe-
nomena for the success of nuclear weapons, they will provide a stringent test of the
understanding and integration of a significant subset of these phenomena in a way
that no other Stockpile Stewardship experiments will be able to do.

NIF supports the SSP in three essential ways: (1) it permits the study of issues
which can affect an aging or refurbished stockpile; (2) it permits an advancement
of the critical elements of the underlying science of nuclear weapons and thus will
play a major role in validation of the advanced simulation codes under development
by the Accelerated Strategic Computing Initiative (ASCI) which will form our basis
for certification; and, (3) it will attract and help train the exceptional scientific and
technical talent required to sustain the SSP over the long term.

Question. The original cost estimate was for $1.1 billion. I keep hearing rumors
that the new cost baseline may increase by $500 to $800 million, and that oper-
ational costs associated with NIF may double original projections. At what point
does NIF get simply too expensive? Must we have NIF at any cost, or is there an
alternative path the Committee should consider?

Answer. NIF is a key element of the Stockpile Stewardship program. Several op-
tions to complete the NIF have been developed and a new cost and schedule base-
line proposal is being prepared. The total additional funding requirement is depend-
ent on which option the Department selects. After reviewing the proposed solutions,
the Secretary will be in a position to identify the funding required for the preferred
option. At the current time and with the projected state of technology, there are no
alternatives to NIF that can produce the physical performance regimes required.

The projected costs to operate NIF have not changed. The one remaining oper-
ational cost uncertainty represents a very small element of the total operating cost.
It is associated with the ability of the final optics to withstand the high damage lev-
els associated with operating the laser at the required ultraviolet wavelength for the
most energetic experiments to be conducted on NIF. The issue is one of economics—
how frequently these optics need to be refurbished or replaced. There is a technology
program in place to increase the damage tolerance of the optics and their coatings.
Highly energetic experiments are not planned until the latter half of this decade
and prior to that time, significant experimental mission needs can be satisfied with
current technology.

Question. General Gioconda, as the Department prepares a new cost and schedule
baseline for NIF, I would also like for you to report to me on alternatives to NIF
(within the next 90 to 120 days).

Answer. My scientific advisors tell me there is no alternative technology having
the maturity of lasers which can address the requirements of the SSP. Although
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current results from pulse power systems based on Z-pinch technology have been
impressive, we do not have the scientific knowledge at this point to scale this tech-
nology to the temperature and pressure regime needed for the stockpile stewardship
mission. The Z-machine will be useful as a complement to NIF, particularly in en-
hancing weapon effects testing. It is also able to perform a subset of the SSP experi-
ments in hydrodynamics and radiation flow although at conditions further from the
nuclear weapons regimes. Z-pinch technology has great potential and could become
the means for studying high yield weapons physics, but at this point it is not a cred-
ible alternative to NIF.

Question. Would you compare NIF to the similar program in France? Is their ma-
chine similar or different? Do their programmatic assumptions correlate to ours?
Have they encountered similar troubles?

Answer. The elements of the French Laser Megajoule (LMJ) and the NIF are very
similar although the LMJ has 25 percent more beams than NIF. LMdJ was originally
scheduled to be completed in 2010 but has been accelerated to 2008 because of the
urgent needs of the French Stockpile Stewardship Program now that they no longer
have a test site. Their programmatic assumptions are similar, using experiments to
train the next generation of weapons scientists and to test weapons design codes
under conditions of temperature and pressure close to that of a nuclear weapon. Ig-
nition is a central test of this philosophy for the French. The French are currently
building an eight beam engineering prototype called the Laser Integration Line
(LIL) which will be operational in 2002 and serve as a useful test bed. The French
have historically drawn upon their industrial contractors to develop and build their
high power laser systems. They are continuing this practice for LIL and LMJ. This
is the approach which is now being used for NIF to address the previously unac-
counted for complexity of our state-of-the-art system, and cleanliness problems in
assembling and installing the laser and target system infrastructure. As a result,
assembly and installation of the NIF beampath infrastructure system will now be
managed and performed by industrial partners with proven records of constructing
similarly complex facilities.

NIF-TECHNOLOGICAL BREAKTHROUGHS STILL NEEDED

Question. Isn’t there still significant technological risk associated with NIF, be-
yond the problems of getting it built?

Answer. The Conceptual Design Report of May 1993, identified six major techno-
logical breakthroughs required to make NIF a functional reality meeting all mission
performance requirements. During the intervening years, five of these break-
throughs have been demonstrated. These include: (1) a high-gain pre-amplifier mod-
ule which amplifies and conditions the laser light before it enters the large glass
lasers; (2) a servo-controlled deformable mirror which aligns the laser light to very
exacting tolerances as it transmits the light to the main amplifiers on multiple
passes; (3) a large aperture optical switch which traps the light inside the main am-
plifier and enables the multi-pass operation; (4) the production of laser glass in a
continuous versus batch process thus reducing the cost by a factor of five below that
for NIF’s predecessor Nova; and, (5) the development and production of large fre-
quency conversion crystals which are grown in a couple months as compared to two
years for those used on Nova. The one remaining challenge is the demonstration of
long-life optics that can withstand the high damage levels associated with operating
the laser at the required ultraviolet wavelength. The issue is one of economics,
namely, how frequently the final optics in the system need to be refurbished or re-
placed. With current technology, the optics lifetime goal can be achieved with as
much as 60 percent of the maximum desired energy. To achieve the full goal, a tech-
nology program is in place to increase the damage tolerance of the optics and coat-
ings needed for the most energetic experiments to be conducted on NIF, which will
not be conducted until the latter half of this decade.

Question. Isn’t it true that in order for NIF to get the laser energy levels required
for ignition, it must have major breakthroughs in performance?

Answer. No major breakthroughs are required to demonstrate the energy levels
needed for ignition. The objective of the technology development program described
in the previous question is to reduce the cost of operating NIF at full energy. In
addition, there have been recent advances in target physics and fabrication which
while not completely tested and reviewed, increase the confidence in achieving igni-
tion with 192 beams.

Question. Isn’t it true that there still exist major technological issues with the
Final Optical Assembly design?

Answer. There are no technological issues with the Final Optics Assembly design.
During system engineering evaluation of the design, an error was uncovered and re-
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sulted in the need to redesign the assembly. This component is not on the project’s
critical path schedule and there is time to correct the design prior to release for bid.

NIF—SEAB CONCLUSION

Question. General Gioconda, in your written testimony about NIF, you refer to the
Secretary of Energy Advisory Board’s conclusion that,

The Task Force has not uncovered any technical or managerial obstacles
that would, in principle, prevent the completion of the NIF laser system.
Nevertheless, serious challenges and hurdles remain. The NIF task force
believes, however, that with appropriate corrective actions, a strong man-
agement team, additional funds, an extension of the schedule and recogni-
tion that NIF is, at its core, a research and development project, the NIF
laser system can be completed.

Their conclusion is filled almost completely with disclaimers. It seems to promise
only an open-ended R&D effort with continual cost overruns, schedule delays and
techn;)logical hurdles. Do you draw any encouragement at all from such a state-
ment?

Answer. The SEAB Task Force’s Interim Report provided seven detailed findings
and associated recommendations, all of which are now being acted upon. In one key
recommendation, the SEAB urged the NIF team to clarify the roles and lines of au-
thority of NIF management; to implement an external project management review
process; and, to strengthen the management team at Lawrence Livermore National
Laboratory. The NIF Project and Lawrence Laboratory have streamlined reporting
relationships and implemented a reorganization to establish clear authority and ac-
countability in the project. The NIF Project has a new Associate Director for NIF
Programs, George Miller, who reports directly to LLNL Director Bruce Tarter. In
addition, a new project manager, Ed Moses has been assigned to the project.

The Project is also using industry to its fullest, contracting to industry essentially
all fabrication, assembly and installation tasks and maintaining only those tasks
that are a unique capability of Lawrence Livermore National Laboratory. One of the
highest sources of cost growth for NIF has been the clean assembly of the laser sys-
tem. Originally the assembly of the laser system was envisioned to use in-house
labor, but this task has now been identified to be too complicated and difficult to
be managed and executed by Livermore. The project has worked with industrial ex-
perts from fields such as aerospace and semiconductor plant construction, to develop
both a construction method and a contracting strategy for laser assembly that is in
the process of being executed. This is a significant step on the path to getting NIF
back on track.

In aggregate, the Task Force’s report provides a great deal of confidence that we
understand the issues with NIF. We expect to have a path forward that will ensure
the success of the project within the new cost and schedule baseline currently being
developed by the Secretary of Energy for presentation to Congress by the June 1,
2000 deadline. My confidence is in the issues identified and solution set promul-
gated at this point I will continue to gage the program success with a host of mile-
stones and will expect the program and project to excel.

TRITIUM—APT FUNDING

Question. When the Secretary selected reactor production of tritium as the pre-
ferred option for maintaining our stockpile, he stated in the Record of Decision the
{)mplgrtance of keeping accelerator-based production in the APT program as a viable

ackup.

Furthermore, Sec. 3134 of last year’s Defense Authorization Act required the De-
partment to complete engineering development and preliminary design of the APT
as a back-up source to the reactor.

The President’s budget provided only $19 million for APT, rather than the $84
million that is required to complete the design work on schedule.

Why has the Department chosen to ignore the clear statutory requirement to fund
APT through design?

Answer. The Department has not chosen to ignore the statutory requirement to
fund the APT through completion of design. In fiscal year 2000, the APT project has
been funded and developmental and preliminary design work is proceeding. How-
ever, the Department made clear in its budget submission that there is not suffi-
cient funds in fiscal year 2001 to support both its basic stockpile obligations and
continue as originally planned the backup program for tritium production. Given the
success of the Commercial Light Water Reactor for the production of tritium to date,
the Department has focused available funding on meeting basic stockpile obliga-
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tions. The Department will continue the APT project with available resources in fis-
cal year 2001 as a back up for tritium production, though it must suspend the de-
sign effort and replan development to reflect funding realities.

The Department is pursuing as an alternative approach a joint program for Ad-
vanced Accelerator Applications to include transmutation of waste, tritium produc-
tion, and other efforts. Such a program is supported by both Defense Programs and
the Office of Nuclear Energy. A DP/NE working group is developing the joint pro-
gram concept. The Department remains committed to a back up tritium production
program but must do so within the boundaries of available balanced resources and
good management for the overall Stockpile Stewardship Program.

TRITIUM-STATUS OF REACTOR DECISION

Question. On January 28, the GAO issued their report on “Challenges Remain for
Successful Implementation of DOE’s Tritium Supply Decision.” The GAO report
notes:

“DOE’s current approach for developing the accelerator introduces cost
and schedule risks that threaten the accelerator’s availability as a tritium
production backup option as originally intended.”

“This report recommends that the Secretary of Energy reassess the De-
partment’s current approach for the backup accelerator.”

General Gioconda, please update the Committee on the status of the commercial
light water reactor for the production of tritium?

Answer. The commercial light water reactor (CLWR) project is working to achieve
two major milestones: (1) to begin producing new tritium in Tennessee Valley Au-
thority (TVA) reactors in October 2003, and (2) to begin extracting the tritium in
the new Tritium Extraction Facility (TEF) being constructed at the Savannah River
Site (SRS) in February 2006. As discussed below, the project is making progress as
planned to meet these milestones.

DOE plans to use TVA’s Watts Bar Unit 1, Sequoyah Unit 1, and Sequoyah Unit
2 reactors for tritium production, with Watts Bar being the first. To do this, work
is being done in three major areas. TVA is preparing the analyses and reports need-
ed to request the Nuclear Regulatory Commission (NRC) to amend the operating li-
censes of the three reactors to permit them to irradiate DOE-designed, tritium-pro-
ducing rods. TVA is working under the DOE-TVA interagency agreement that went
into effect on January 1, 2000. These license amendment requests are scheduled to
be submitted to the NRC at the end of January 2001. NRC has previously com-
mitted to an expeditious review of the license amendment requests. Since the first
insertion of tritium rods will not occur until the fall of 2003 (they must actually be
on site at Watts Bar in August 2003), the schedule leaves more than adequate time
for the NRC to complete its review and approve the license amendments.

With respect to tritium rod fabrication activities, DOE is in the process of pro-
curing commercial services for the fabrication of tritium-producing rod components
and for commercial services to assemble the components into complete rods. The
procurement process for rod components is well underway, and several contracts
have already been signed. With respect to acquiring the services of a fabricator for
production-scale manufacture of the tritium rods, proposals have been received and
are presently being evaluated. The selection of a commercial fabricator is expected
within the next several weeks.

Site preparation for the Tritium Extraction Facility has begun, and
groundbreaking is scheduled for July 2000. Detailed design of the facility is con-
tinuing. Procurement of long-lead major equipment items is underway.

Question. Do any significant hurdles remain that could prevent the NNSA from
producing tritium on the proposed schedule, such as technical issues, regulatory ap-
proval, etc.?

Answer. There are no significant hurdles that will prevent the NNSA from pro-
ducing tritium although there are still a number of actions that must be completed.
Laboratory tests and post-irradiation examinations continue to confirm that the
technology is sound.

The regulatory process is expected to yield reactor license amendments in advance
of when they are needed. Since the first insertion of tritium rods will not occur until
the fall of 2003 (they must actually be on site at Watts Bar in August 2003), the
schedule leaves more than adequate time for the NRC to complete its review and
approve the license amendments. It is important to emphasize, in this regard, that
the NRC has already conducted three technical reviews of the technical and safety
issues associated with the use of the tritium rods, and all generic issues associated
with their use have been resolved. The only remaining items are the reactor-specific
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items that will be the subject of TVA’s license amendment requests next year. In
addition, the NRC has previously committed to the expeditious review of the amend-
ment requests.

We are on track to construct and start up the Tritium Extraction Facility by Feb-
ruary 2006, but the schedule has very little float in it because of prior-year con-
straints. To complete the facility on time, the Department must continue to carefully
manage all aspects of the project.

Question. Explain DOE’s reasoning for terminating design work on the APT plant.
DOE obviously believes that there in very little risk with the CLWR approach and
is, therefore, willing not to comply with Congressional direction to complete the APT
plant design. What is your response General Gioconda?

Answer. Faced with funding constraints in fiscal year 2001 and unable to support
both our primary stockpile obligations and the backup tritium production source as
planned, Defense Programs prioritized in favor of meeting basic stockpile needs. The
success to date of the CLWR program was certainly a factor in deciding where
scarce funds should be allocated.

It should be understood, however, that the APT project is fully funded for fiscal
year 2000 and will be continued with available funding in fiscal year 2001. In addi-
tion, the Department is pursuing a joint program for Advanced Accelerator Applica-
tions to include transmutation of waste, a backup tritium capability, and other po-
tential efforts as an alternative approach to ensuring a backup capability for tritium
production. We are working with the Office of Nuclear Energy to define such a pro-
gram.

The Department remains committed to a backup tritium production program but
must do so within the boundaries of available balanced resources and good manage-
ment.

Question. What is the status of the plant design? What is the cost and schedule
to complete the design?

Answer. The APT plant preliminary design is on schedule and on budget. A recent
Independent Cost Estimate was in agreement with the project estimates, to within
3 percent. By the end of fiscal year 2000, the preliminary design will be approxi-
mately 66 percent complete. The Baseline Change, approved last June, included $38
million for design in fiscal year 2001, and $19 million in fiscal year 2002 or a total
of $57 million to complete preliminary design and essential elements of final design
by the end of fiscal year 2002.

Question. How long would it take to reassemble the design team once the design
effort is terminated?

Answer. Assuming that the current design team was entirely terminated, it is es-
timated that reassembly of the team, including contracting and staffing up, would
take approximately 12-18 months. If the proposed joint accelerator program were
fully funded, it is anticipated that the APT design team would be retained to com-
plete work on design and upgrade of the Low Energy Demonstration Accelerator
prototype for that program. If the proposed joint program were initiated but not
fully funded, it is expected that the design contract would be retained, with some
portion of the design team. In that event, reassembly of the APT design team could
be accelerated, requiring only 6-12 months for staffing up.

COMBINING ACCELERATOR PRODUCTION OF TRITIUM (APT) AND ACCELERATOR
TRANSMUTATION OF WASTE (ATW)

Question. I understand that there may be opportunities for synergies in an ad-
vanced accelerator program that would help maintain APT as a viable backup to
reactor-based production of tritium, while at the same time allow the Department
to continue important research into Accelerator Transmutation of Waste (ATW).

I understand that both APT and ATW use the same accelerator design. Such an
accelerator could also provide the nation’s supply of medical radioisotopes with a
small fraction of its total beam.

General Gioconda, you and others have indicated that there are several options
under discussion for an integrated program, probably at around $70 Million in the
first year. This strikes me as a good way to address two national issues, tritium
and nuclear waste. Unfortunately, the budget zeroed out all funding for the ATW
program.

Would a program such as this that integrated several applications of advanced ac-
celerators be of interest to the NNSA?

Answer. Yes, such a program would be of interest to the NNSA. It could provide
not only a backup capability for tritium production, but a source for other defense-
related isotopes, demonstration of a potential means for transmutation of defense
waste, development of defense-related technologies, and development of an impor-
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tant nuclear technology, all of which are important to national security. The current
APT accelerator design can, indeed, be used for such a program.

Defense Programs believes that there is a real opportunity for synergy in a joint
program that could spur development of accelerator technology, providing a facility
capable of demonstrating transmutation of waste, isotope production, and produc-
tion of tritium—all of which are of interest to the NNSA. As stated earlier, we are
working with the Office of Nuclear Energy to define such a program.

INFRASTRUCTURE AT THE LABS AND PLANTS

Question. DOE has failed to keep good modern facilities. In fact, where the indus-
try and DOD have a historic reinvestment rate of 2—4 percent, DOE has historically
reinvested in its facilities at a rate of 0.8 percent.

The 30-Day Report said this has “resulted in a huge bow wave of deferred im-
provements. For example, 70 percent of the facilities at Y-12, 80 percent of the fa-
cilities at the Kansas City Plant, 40 percent of the facilities at the Pantex Plant,
and 40 percent of the facilities at the Savannah River tritium facilities are more
than 40 years old.” For example, “before the B—61 and W-76 SLEP refurbishments
can be completed, it may be necessary to reestablish material formulation and fab-
rication capabilities for critical weapons components.”

General Gioconda, what is the Department’s plan to address the crumbling infra-
structure in the weapons complex?

Answer. Despite our ambitious efforts over the past few years to simultaneously
downsize and modernize the weapons complex infrastructure, we have fallen behind
the pace of degradation of our facilities. Even aided by additional funding provided
by the Congress for use at the production plants, the infrastructure issues are so
pervasive that one of the recommendations of the recent 30 Day Review advocated
immediate corrective action. Consequently, we are requesting supplemental funding
for infrastructure needs in fiscal year 2000. In addition, we have recently commis-
sioned comprehensive internal and independent assessments of our recapitalization
needs in response to the recommendation. When that information is integrated into
the Stockpile Stewardship Program, we will bring it forward to the Congress.

Question. How much money is needed over how many years?

Answer. I am not in a position to speculate on this until the comprehensive inde-
pendent assessment is complete, but any additional resources applied here will be
put to immediate use. It is my hope that we can present a responsible, achievable,
multi-year recapitalization initiative with the fiscal year 2002 budget request.

Question. What is the impact on the weapons refurbishment schedule if the facili-
ties are not improved and restarted?

Answer. Our present stockpile refurbishment planning requires former capabili-
ties be reestablished, new capabilities added, and existing capacities expanded.
Without the following investments, currently planned refurbishments will have to
be rethought and rescheduled. These investments include: A new Highly Enriched
Uranium Materials Facility and a new Special Materials Complex are needed to
support the secondary manufacturing capability at Y-12 Plant. The production ca-
pacity at Sandia National Laboratories, New Mexico, for neutron generators must
be expanded to provide sufficient quantities to refurbish the stockpile. At the Savan-
nah River Site, the Acorn gas transfer system production capacity must be expanded
to provide other production lines to support scheduled refurbishments. Also, at Los
Alamos National Laboratory, the detonator facility capacity must be expanded to
support neutron generator production. In all of these facility efforts we have at-
tempted to strike a balance between production, maintaining the infrastructure, as-
suring the availability of critical skills, and security, while ensuring the safety of
our workers. Each year we must in an integrated, measured way improve our infra-
structure for the long haul.

Question. Has the Department ever considered 3rd party financing arrangements
for infrastructure such as the ones DOD has experimented with?

Answer. To my knowledge, the Department has not formally considered 3rd party
financing arrangements for infrastructure. Although Los Alamos National Labora-
tory has an extensive background in 3rd party financing for major telecommuni-
cations and supercomputer acquisitions, there is no precedent in the Department of
Energ(giy1 co(rinplex for 3rd party financing of construction projects on government
owned land.

RECAPITALIZATION OF PRODUCTION PLANTS

Question. The budget request includes about $60 million to continue the Stockpile
Management Restructuring Initiative (SMRI) projects to resize the production
plants consistent with planned workload levels. Of the $60 million, nearly $24 mil-
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lion is for the Kansas City Plant and $31 million is for the Savannah River Plant.
This leaves only $5 million for the Pantex Plant.

How do you explain this apparent imbalance? What factors, other than resource
const;raints, were considered in arriving at this allocation of funding for fiscal year
20017

Answer. The scope of each of the Stockpile Manufacturing Restructuring Initiative
(SMRI) projects reflects the amount of infrastructure restructuring that could be
done that could provide cost effective operational efficiencies. Each of the projects
underwent thorough reviews by Defense Programs and by independent external re-
viewers. Based on these reviews, we ended up with a fairly wide range of projects.
At one extreme is the Kansas City Plant, where we are radically reducing our foot-
print at a total estimated cost of about $122 million. At the other extreme is the
Pantex Plant where the reviews determined that only about $13 million in reconfig-
uring was necessary to support anticipated workloads.

Question. The industry standard for infrastructure replacement is 3-5 percent of
the replacement value. What is the replacement value of each of the production
plants and how does your fiscal year 2001 budget request compare to the 3-5 per-
cent industry standard?

Answer. The replacement values for the Pantex and Kansas City Plants are $5.1
and $1.2 billion respectively. The replacement values for the DP owned portions of
the Y-12 Plant and Savannah River Site are $1.7 billion and $713 million respec-
tively. The infrastructure replacement investment for these plants included in the
fiscal year 2001 budget request is about 2 percent of their total replacement value.
I recognize these investments fall short of industry standards and have recently
commissioned a comprehensive assessment of our recapitalization needs in response
to the 30-Day Study recommendation.

Question. Does DOE have a detailed plan for recapitalizing the production plants
and facilities at the national labs?

Answer. In my view we do not yet have enough detail for proper future planning
in an integrated fashion. That is why we are doing the comprehensive assessment
mentioned previously.

Question. What are OMB’s 5-year budget projections for each of the production
plants and national labs for infrastructure replacement?

Answer. OMB does not provide specific site by site outyear projections. The five
year funding projection for Weapons Activities that accompanies the fiscal year 2001
Congressional Budget Request was provided by OMB and grows from $4.594 billions
in fiscal year 2001 to $4.870 by the end of the five year period.

STRATEGIC ARMS REDUCTION TREATY (START)

Question. The budget request for several years, including fiscal year 2001, has
been based on a “lead-hedge” nuclear weapons policy established by President Clin-
ton in 1995 or 1996. Under that policy, DOE is required to maintain facilities and
capability to support a stockpile inventory of 6,000 weapons under START II, with
the ability to return to START I levels of around 9,000 weapons.

Could you explain this policy and how requirements, both budgetary and produc-
tion support could change under START II or START III?

Answer. The “lead-hedge” nuclear weapons policy is designed to lead the Russians
into a START II regime, while at the same time maintaining our ability to return
to START I levels should the situation warrant. The impact of a possible START
IIT agreement on budget and production support cannot be determined with any de-
gree of accuracy at this time. The result would be highly dependent on the numbers
and types of nuclear weapons as well as the agreed upon schedule for stockpile re-
ductions and transparency measures.

Question. How does maintaining the capability to produce several thousand weap-
ons above START II or an assumed START III level of 2,500 weapons, aid overall
non-proliferation and weapons reduction goals?

Answer. Regardless of the size of our nation’s stockpile, to ensure the safety and
reliability of that stockpile requires maintaining a production capability to replace
parts as necessary as the stockpile ages. It is our safe and reliable stockpile that
supports non-proliferation by providing our allies a nuclear umbrella which reduces
their incentive to develop a nuclear stockpile of their own and that support reduc-
tion goals by allowing us to negotiate from a position of strength.

Question. How does START III enter into DOE’s current strategic planning? Can
we afford to refurbish warheads which would be discarded in a short period of time
if START III is ratified?

Answer. START III is one of the scenarios that DOE considers in its strategic
planning. As START III takes shape, so will our plans. Until more is known, we
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will continue our plans to refurbish the directed stockpile as contained in the Presi-
dent’s Nuclear Stockpile Memorandum.

Question. Ms. Gottemoeller, unlike START I and START II, is it likely that a
START III will restrict the size of an inactive warhead reserve?

Answer. At this point, the United States is involved in discussions with Russia
about the framework for START III and formal negotiations have not commenced.
A final decision has not been made about the central limits for deployed warheads
or the composition of U.S. strategic forces. As a consequence, it is premature to ad-
dress the question of how to treat an inactive warhead reserve.

Question. General Gioconda, how does the annual funding need change based on
a START I, START II or START III assumption? Is there a significant reduction
in funding requirement if planning to meet a START III stockpile level of 2,000—
2,500 weapons?

Answer. Current policy regarding START II requires a hedge to return to a
START I stockpile thus making essentially no difference between them for DOE re-
source and management activities. START III discussions have not matured to a
point that enables a detailed assessment of funding impacts. The impact would de-
pend on the timing, specific weapons involved, and policies about an inactive re-
serve.

Question. General Gioconda, how would planning and funding change under a
START III level of 2,500 weapons with an upward hedge of 50 percent?

Answer. The approach to planning for a START III level of 2,500 weapons with
an upward hedge of 50 percent would be very similar to the approach we take now.
The biggest difference most likely would be in the planning associated with a poten-
tially more limited mix of weapon types in the stockpile. The complex required to
support the stockpile and the associated funding would be dependent on the specific
composition of the active and inactive stockpile and the time required to reactivate
warheads linked to specific weapon systems DOD requests.

The budget request for several years, including fiscal year 2001, has been based
on a “lead-hedge” nuclear weapons policy established by President Clinton in 1995
or 1996. Under that policy, DOE is required to maintain facilities and capability to
support a stockpile inventory of 6,000 weapons under START II, with the ability to
return to START I levels of around 9,000 weapons.

Question. Ms. Gottemoeller, what is the current status and schedule for finalizing
START II1?

Answer. The United States and Russia are currently engaged in discussions on
the provisions that would be appropriate for inclusion in a START III Treaty and
for an Amendment to the ABM Treaty to permit a U.S. National Missile Defense
System. These discussions involve the explanation and clarification of potential trea-
ty elements, but they do not involve the negotiation of specific provisions for either
START III or the ABM Treaty. Now that the Russian Duma has ratified the START
IT Treaty, the United States and Russia will make a decision on how to proceed with
START III Treaty negotiations. However, a schedule for finalizing START III and
ABM Treaty Amendments has not been developed.

DUAL REVALIDATION OF WEAPONS SYSTEMS

Question. The concept of dual revalidation, that is having a second independent
check by the national weapons design lab that did not design the particular weapon,
has been the guiding concept for the life extension review program in DOE. The Nu-
clear Weapons Council approved this concept in 1996 to insure a critical, impartial
assessment of design and performance issues.

Am I correct that the fiscal year 2001 budget backs away from that concept? If
so, why is this change being made?

Answer. The fiscal year 2001 budget includes funding for the baselining program.
The Nuclear Weapons Council approved dual-revalidation only for the W76. Base-
lining efforts will capitalize on robust experimental, simulation, and production ac-
tivities as described in the Department’s high level plan: Directed Stockpile Work
Program Plan, Campaign Plans, and Readiness in Technical Base and Facilities
Plan. Additionally, the baselining efforts will incorporate peer review to maintain
the strictest standards of intellectual oversight. It is the Department’s judgement
that a properly executed baselining program will achieve the initial goals of the dual
revalidation program earlier while capitalizing on existing nuclear weapons complex
programs, better utilizing the limited resources under our stewardship.

The W76 Dual Revalidation effort began in 1996 and was completed in December
1999 with significant cost in time, money, and scientific manpower. Although the
nuclear weapons complex greatly benefited from the experience gained in the dual
revalidation program, it was determined that the Department must streamline
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these efforts to complete the task of studying the entire nuclear stockpile within an
acceptable period of time. The baselining program will document our current under-
standing of engineering models, simulation tools, data, and other information crit-
ical to understand the certification basis for each warhead along with an analysis
of their quality and sufficiency. This information will form the basis upon which fu-
ture weapons research will be focused and will provide tools for future assessment
and certification activities. Additionally, the baselining program will capture institu-
tional expertise from our “gray beards” with underground nuclear test experience
before the majority of them retire over the next five years. The baselining program
begins in fiscal year 2000 with baselining efforts on the W80 warhead and continues
for the next four years, baselining two warheads each year until complete.

If after baselining all weapons, we find areas to focus dual revalidation efforts in
a focused manner with expected milestones we will use our baselining result as the
starting point of the revalidation.

Question. How will an impartial, critical peer assessment from the designing lab
be possible?

Answer. Baselining activities are planned to include an integral peer-review ele-
ment in each technical area. This peer-review process has been successfully em-
ployed at the respective labs for years and will continue to be a crucial element of
all Department design laboratory plans.

Question. I understand that the new Campaign concept being proposed in this
budget is what DOE now believes will better identify and address the life extension
issues of the remaining weapons systems in the stockpile. Yet the Campaign ap-
proach appears to address development of scientific and technical tools and does not
focus on critical design and operational issues. Do you share my concerns?

Answer. I am very confident that our new business model containing Direct Stock-
pile Work (DSW), Campaigns, and Readiness in Technical Base and Facilities
(RTBF) is addressing all the areas that you discussed. Together, these three high-
level plans completely address and properly focus the requirements of the Stockpile
Stewardship Plan.

For example, the DSW Program clearly defines the scope and schedule of planned
weapon refurbishment activities. Based upon this information, the supporting pro-
duction and engineering campaigns align their deliverables with the requirements
of the DSW plan while RTBF infrastructure needs are similarly aligned. In parallel
with these efforts, the science campaigns continue to improve their fundamental
science efforts to impact and enable the certification requirements of these refur-
bished warheads. Together, this business model maintains focus on the stockpile
while supporting necessary scientific efforts that provide high confidence in the safe-
ty, reliability, and performance of our nuclear arsenal.

Question. What is the justification for moving away from a rigorous, in depth peer
ﬁnglysi?s to an accelerated baseline formulation proposed in the fiscal year 2001

udget?

Answer. As stated previously, baselining will achieve the initial goals of the dual
revalidation program but is a more streamlined effort which allow the entire stock-
pile to be studied in a more acceptable time frame and with less resources. Peer
review will still play an integral role in the baselining process. Once the stockpile
is properly baselined we can then in focused, accountable fashion call for dual re-
validation efforts in gray or shortfall areas as they emerge in the baseline analysis.

SAFETY

Question. Recently, a safety engineer from within Defense Programs wrote a
harsh 29 page report called the The Safety Basis Debacle, in which he alleges safety
requirements at Pantex and other sites are routinely ignored and institutionally dis-
couraged. Among other things, he wrote:

The pattern of stylized and ineffectual safety analysis, of accident precur-
sors unheeded, and of management complacency is strongly reminiscent of
the Nuclear Regulatory Commission before the accident at Three-Mile Is-
land or NASA before the Challenger disaster.

Ge(r)leral Gioconda, are you aware of the report and how serious are the allega-
tions?

Answer. We in Defense Programs take safety very seriously. I, along with my sen-
ior managers, have read the report in detail and have received extensive briefings
by the author. The issues raised in the report have prompted further review by De-
fense Programs; the Office of Environment, Safety, and Health; the Inspector Gen-
eral; and consultation with the Defense Nuclear Facilities Safety Board. This review
and analysis, aimed at what actions are necessary responses to keep Defense Pro-
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grams safety center-stage, is on-going and will be forwarded to the Congress once
finalized.

Question. How will the NNSA respond to the issues raised in the report?

Answer. I have asked the writer to provide me with recommendations to improve
the safety requirement processes and to sharpen his focus to what can be done to
address the issues he raises. This would include a clear process to ensure all safety
issues are raised and appropriately addressed. I have also asked the plants and lab-
oratories, headquarter elements and the Defense Nuclear Facilities Safety Board to
respond along the same lines to develop an integrated action plan as necessary. I
will be working with my staff at Headquarters and in the field to implement rec-
ommendations that come out of the reviews.

CRITICAL SKILLS

Question. The Chiles report, the 30-Day Review and other reports continue to
identify critical skills as a major problem for the weapons complex.

What have you proposed in this budget request to address the ongoing problem
of recruiting and retaining the critical technical and scientific workforce needed to
support and maintain over the long term a safe and reliable nuclear weapons stock-
pile in the absence of underground nuclear testing?

Answer. For the Federal workforce, we have proposed $3.6M for our Scientific Re-
tention and Recruitment Initiative. This will enable the recruitment and retention
of experienced scientists and related support staff in areas of emerging importance
to the science mission. Funds will also be used to motivate and retain highly skilled
top performing technical managers.

In regard to the contractor work forces, we have attempted to stabilize the em-
ployment situation in the last few years following a multi-year period of recurring
downsizing and work force restructuring at most of our sites. Recognizing budget
constraints, we have relied on attrition to create the “headroom” necessary in our
work forces to pursue recruitment strategies to replenish existing critical skills and
develop the necessary skill base for new requirements. We have not proposed any
specific additional activities in this budget for the contractor workforce; however, we
have been working with all of our contractors on their work force plans aimed at
ensuring the availability of required technical and scientific skills through effective
recruitment and retention measures.

Pursuant to section 3163 of the National Defense Authorization Act for fiscal year
2000, the Department will submit a joint DOE/DOD plan to Congress addressing
various issues related to the Chiles report. The report will discuss the current situa-
tion at each contractor site, outlines measures necessary to retain required nuclear
weapons expertise, and identifies resource requirements.

PIT PRODUCTION

Question. NNSA continues to work to reestablish plutonium pit manufacturing at
Los Alamos to replace pits destructively tested in the surveillance program and to
replace pits in the future should surveillance indicate a problem. This capability is
central to the weapons complex of the future. The 30-Day Review identified the
challenge to build new, certifiable weapons primary pits, using new tools and proc-
esses in a new environment, and stated, “Presently, the U.S. is the only nuclear
power that lacks the ability to manufacture pits.”

General Gioconda, please update the committee on NNSA’s efforts to reestablish
pit production at Los Alamos?

Answer. Since we initiated the reestablishment of pit manufacturing, we have put
in place at Los Alamos several critical pieces of equipment necessary to manufacture
pits, completed the plans with agreements between designers and manufacturing
personnel for qualifying all the processes necessary to manufacture war reserve W88
pits for the stockpile, and manufactured five development pits in preparation for the
manufacture of pits necessary to qualify the production processes through physics
and engineering testing.

Question. Have you been able to produce a certifiable pit? What problems or
issues remain to be resolved in order to achieve certification? Will you meet the re-
quirement for W—88 pit production by the end of fiscal year 20017

Answer. We have not yet manufactured a certifiable pit, however we have pro-
duced five developmental pits. One of the important elements we are currently
working on and is necessary before a certifiable pit is manufactured is to have, in
place, the quality controls and manufacturing organization and infrastructure nec-
essary to ensure, through documentation, data gathering and analysis, and proce-
dural controls that the design requirements have been met and that there is consist-
ency in manufacture of the pit. Beyond this, the pits must be certified through a
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number of physics and engineering testing. These tests will provide assurance that
the pits manufactured will meet the environments expected to be encountered in the
stockpile and that the manufacturing differences between LANL and Rocky Flats
have not introduced unacceptable physical behavior, which would affect performance
of the pit. We are currently planning to have manufactured pits for qualification
and complete the physics and engineering testing sufficient for pits to enter the
stockpile by the end of fiscal year 2004.

Question. Does the fiscal year 2001 budget request fully support the production
schedule? If not, please explain.

Answer. We are pursuing options in fiscal year 2000 to provide additional funding
to LANL to reduce the risks in achieving program objectives in fiscal year 2001. It
is important, however, to understand that the funds requested under pit readiness
rely upon a base capability funded under direct stockpile support and facility infra-
structure. Successful implementation of the Pit Readiness Program within any 1
year is dependent upon the total funding received by the laboratories in support of
the Stockpile Stewardship Program.

Question. Isn’t it true that the budget request does not support a schedule to
achieve annual production capacity of 20 pits by 2007?

Answer. Defense Programs is currently reevaluating the manufacturing equip-
ment and facility infrastructure upgrades requirements for reestablishing an in-
terim pit manufacturing capability of nominally 20 pits per year by 2007. This is
being done to assure near-term requirements to support the stockpile will be met
and that funding for the interim manufacturing capability is appropriate with any
planning for a pit manufacturing facility to support the stockpile for the long term.
The funding requested in the fiscal year 2001 budget request is in keeping with this
objective. Results of this reevaluation will be incorporated within the fiscal year
2002 budget request.

PIT PRODUCTION NEW DESIGNS OR REMANUFACTURED?

Question. There have been several stories in New Mexico lately regarding lan-
guage in DOE Budget documents about manufacture of new weapon pits at Los Ala-
mos. Several DOE spokesman have since stated that the budget documents were in
error and there is no intent to manufacture newly-designed pits.

For the record, can you clarify the types of weapon pits that would be manufac-
tured at Los Alamos in the next few years?

Answer. For the next few years, Los Alamos will be focused solely on the manu-
facture of the W88 pit to support the stockpile. There will be some work on devel-
oping manufacture processes for the W87 and B61-7 in order to demonstrate that
the technologies to remanufacture the pits found in the enduring stockpile have
been recaptured.

q Questign. Are they really “newly-designed weapons” or “re-manufacture of existing
esigns”?

Answer. The work being accomplished on the manufacture of the W88 and manu-
facture process development of the W87 and B61-7 is associated with the remanu-
facture of existing designs. We have no requirement for pits in the stockpile other
than to replace the one W88 pit we destructively test each year and for which there
is a shortfall of spares caused by the closure of the Rocky Flats Plant during the
production of W88. We are on a course to do just that.

ACCELERATED STRATEGIC COMPUTING INITIATIVE (ASCI)

Funding of the Accelerated Strategic Computing Initiative has ramped up very
rapidly. Large new computers are in place at each Lab now.

I've heard impressive figures for peak computing speeds from these machines. But
T've also heard serious concerns that the labs have not demonstrated sustained per-
formance at levels more than a few percent of the peak speeds.

Question. What percent of peak speeds are currently being achieved in the ASCI
program with the existing large machines?

Answer. Percentage of peak processor speed on various ASCI computer programs
currently range from about 3 percent to about 50 percent. This range is exactly as
expected and planned from the beginning of the ASCI program. The range is a func-
tion of the maturity of the computer programs and the method of solution (algo-
rithm) required by the problem being solved.

While processor utilization is one useful measure of computer use efficiency, it
does not give the full picture in that some algorithms require extensive logical and
data transfer operations for problem solution. In those cases, the processor units
must wait for data transfer operations to complete before they can continue proc-
essing, resulting in lower percentage of peak speeds being attained by such algo-
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rithms. Low percentage of peak speed in such cases absolutely does not imply that
the machine is being poorly used. It simply means that particular algorithm for the
problem solution required by the Stockpile Stewardship program requires the super-
computer level data transfer capabilities of the ASCI machine in different propor-
tion than other algorithms used by the ASCI program. As has always been the case
with new supercomputer architectures, the initial efficiencies of our new parallel ap-
plications will improve significantly as the computer programs are optimized for
production.

Question. Is the ASCI program moving too rapidly to acquire new impressive
hardware before waiting for the software programming tools to develop to enable
full utilization of the machines?

Answer. No. It has always been the case in the supercomputing environment that
the hardware exists before and always drives development of the software. The soft-
ware will not be developed until the hardware exists that demands its development.
This was true for the Cray supercomputer delivered in 1976 with virtually no soft-
ware and will likely always be true of new supercomputing architectures.

The programming tools needed for full utilization of the hardware are being made
available on a planned timetable that is directly tied to the application mileposts
for ASCI. The delivery of these tools, with appropriate mileposts, has been planned
through the achievement of initial capability for three-dimensional high-fidelity-
physics full nuclear weapons simulations in 2004. The ASCI Program is on track
and is meeting mileposts required by the Stockpile Stewardship Program.

LABORATORY DIRECTED RESEARCH & DEVELOPMENT (LDRD)

Question. LDRD was held to 4 percent in the Conference Report impacting the
current fiscal year. As I've visited at the Laboratories, I find that this cut in LDRD
is having very severe consequences.

LDRD investments have a proven track record of high returns to the taxpayer.
In addition to significant contributions to mission relevant areas, these funds ac-
count for over 30 percent of the new knowledge, as measured by publications, at a
laboratory like Los Alamos. There’s no question that LDRD investments help attract
the high-caliber staff required to meet the challenges of nuclear-weapons science
and engineering.

I appreciate that your budget for fiscal year 2001 restores the LDRD funding back
up to 6 percent.

Do you concur that the weapons programs have benefitted very significantly
thI‘O})lgh the LDRD program and the funding should be restored to at least 6 per
cent?

Answer. We most definitely concur that the weapons programs have benefitted
significantly from LDRD investments and that LDRD funding should be restored to
at least the 6 percent level. This opinion is also stated in the President’s Budget
for fiscal year 2001; the DOE Stockpile Stewardship Program Review, dated 11/23/
99, (also called 30-Day Study); and the Laboratory Operations Board’s recent report
(1/00) on LDRD. The three DOE DP Laboratory Directors and the Secretary of En-
ergy unanimously support restoration to a six percent LDRD program.

Question. What impact has the 4 percent limitation had on your ability to meet
critical Stockpile Stewardship Program goals? Please be specific.

Answer. The impact of reducing the allocation from 6 percent to 4 percent has
been serious, and this negative impact will continue unless adequate funding is re-
stored. Reductions in LDRD are resulting in lost knowledge and capabilities to meet
future national defense needs. The LDRD Program cut caused numerous cancella-
tions of fiscal year 2000 weapons-related research and the scaling back of many
other projects, thus reducing the breadth and depth of fundamental and exploratory
science.

The LDRD fiscal year 2000 funding cut has been creating an environment of un-
certainty about future funding for science that has negatively affected morale. This
uncertainty, coupled with constrained Program budgets, has had a noticeable impact
on1 the ability of the national laboratories to attract and retain the needed scientific
talent.

The following is a sample list of specific curtailed or eliminated projects illus-
trating the connections to the weapons program:

—Research and Development for Future Proton Applications

—Application of Multi-scale Science to Weapons Issues in Fluids and Materials

—Next Generation Sophistication in High Energy Density Physics

—Nano-Structure High Explosives Using Sol-Gel Chemistry

—Chemical Reactions at Actinide Surfaces: Implications for Nuclear Material

Aging and Safety
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—RadSensor: Optical Dielectric-Modulation Sensing of Ionizing Radiation

—Atomic Resolution Probes of Strategic Materials

Question. A criticism has been that there is far too much freedom and flexibility
under LDRD which allows the work to get far afield of stockpile requirements. Do
you believe this to be valid? Is it realistic to confine LDRD to stockpile related work
only?

Answer. We do not consider this a valid criticism today. DOE and the laboratories
carefully manage the LDRD program to ensure support of their mission areas with
a particular emphasis on national security. LDRD proposals undergo rigorous peer
reviews to ensure technical excellence, and formidable management reviews to guar-
antee strategic alignment with the long-term goals of DOE and the laboratories. Ad-
ditionally, DOE HQ and field offices oversee and concur on all LDRD projects prior
to funding and an annual report on LDRD projects is provided to Congress.

The national security programs at the laboratories provide about 70 percent of the
LDRD funds, yet they receive over 95 percent support from the LDRD projects. This
is due to the synergistic nature of the R&D pursued under LDRD. Confining LDRD
to only stockpile work would unnecessarily restrict the innovative impact of the pro-
gram by stifling the creativity of the scientists and engineers. The multi-disciplinary
nature of the Labs is generally beneficial because various DOE missions draw on
related science and technology. Mission-oriented, LDRD-supported basic and applied
research almost always provides science and technology to more than one mission.
LDRD helps develop and maintain first-class scientific and engineering capabilities
in all laboratory competencies.

Question. Historically, what portion of LDRD funding has been for direct stockpile
work and how much has gone to other activities that are not directly related to
stockpile needs?

Answer. Consistent with statutory authority and Department policy, LDRD funds
cannot be used to support direct stockpile work. LDRD supports fundamental R&D
efforts that are high-risk. If proved viable, the results are then incorporated in the
stockpile efforts of the laboratories. All LDRD projects at the national laboratories
support DOE and laboratory missions. The Stockpile Stewardship Program provides
just over 50 percent of the funds to the DP labs and is supported by more than 60
percent of the LDRD research funding. More than 95 percent of the LDRD research
portfolio has a direct impact on the national security missions of the DP Labora-
tories.

Question. How could a similar program at the production plants be used to ad-
dress the problems identified by the Chiles Commission in recruiting and retaining
the best engineers and technicians for the weapons complex of the future?

Answer. Defense Programs is exploring a program in the production plants that
is analogous to the Laboratory Directed Research and Development (LDRD) pro-
gram to attract and retain the best possible people through activities including the
development of new production and design concepts and the establishment of intern
and cooperative student programs.

TRANSPORTATION SAFEGUARDS DIVISION

Question. The 30-Day Review found that “During the past year, DP’s Transpor-
tation Safeguards Division (T'SD), which is responsible for providing safe, secure and
cost effective transportation for nuclear weapons in DOE custody received a ‘mar-
ginal’ security rating.”

What is the Department’s plan to improve the “marginal” safety rating the Trans-
portation Safeguards Division received?

Answer. The marginal rating was the result of the postulated security threats
growing faster than TSD resources. We have initiated a five year plan to enhance
the resources of TSD that will put us into a position to satisfactorily respond to the
postulated security threat. These resource enhancements are in both personnel, in-
cluding enhanced training and an approximately 40 percent increase in the number
of couriers over the next five years, and in equipment, including the accelerated re-
placement of the old-generation Safe Secure Transport fleet with the new-generation
Sa}fle(iruards Transporters and the procurement of additional non-conventional escort
vehicles.

Question. Has the Administration requested sufficient funds to improve TSD secu-
rity as soon as possible?

Answer. Of the $115 million requested for secure transportation in fiscal year
2001, approximately $25 million is requested to fully support the security enhance-
ments to overcome the marginal rating. The balance of the request, about $90 mil-
lion, is needed to maintain the current level of operational availability of secure
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transportation assets for Defense Programs, other DOE programs, and the Depart-
ment of Defense.

TRAVEL LIMITATIONS AT THE LABS

Question. Last year, a $150 million cap on contractor travel expenses was imposed
in an attempt to require greater efficiency and economy in lab travel. However, in
talking to individuals at the labs, I am concerned that the travel cap has unfortu-
nately forced cutbacks in programmatic work , significantly damaged morale of the
workforce, and damaged the labs ability to recruit and retain the best and brightest
scientists.

General Gioconda and Ms. Gottemoeller, do you agree that the travel cap has had
1somfr)very negative effects and do you support raising the travel cap to a reasonable
evel?

Answer. (General Gioconda) Travel ceilings have resulted in efficiency and econ-
omy through improved business operations, including prioritization of travel, alloca-
tion and tracking of ceilings, and utilizing best practices in travel management such
as following the Federal Travel Regulations reimbursement schedules. However,
travel ceilings have also decreased the contractors’ flexibility to handle discretionary
travel such as training, recruitment and retention, and decreased their capability
to handle new or unexpected requirements for programmatic travel. Compliance
with travel ceilings has caused the contractors to utilize less than optimum methods
of mission performance in order to keep travel costs down. We are concerned that
these work-arounds and delays could actually increase the overall costs to the Stock-
pile Stewardship mission both in the short-term and the long-term.

Answer. (Ms. Gottemoeller) We recognize the concerns that led to the imposition
of travel ceilings on the National Laboratories but, as a practical matter, they are
translating into programmatic reductions that will delay the work on major Depart-
mental initiatives in Russia, Ukraine, and other countries in the Former Soviet
Union. Proper implementation and oversight of our work at the sometimes very re-
mote sites in these countries require judicious travel by contractors as well as DOE
headquarters personnel. These trips are strictly for project development, manage-
ment, or audit and examination purposes. The impact of the cap on these programs,
especially the international materials protection, control and accounting program,
will be particularly devastating since expansion to new sites will require more, not
less, travel for successful implementation.

I agree with General Gioconda regarding disposition of the travel ceiling. The
minimum that should be done in fiscal year 2001 is raise statutory travel ceiling
to a more reasonable level to cover critical missions. Even better than raising the
statutory ceiling would be the elimination of the ceiling as a legal requirement since
the statutory ceiling is excessively expensive to manage from both the Federal and
the contractor standpoints. Another option, such as the inclusion of a reasonable
travel goal or target for the Department to manage in the report language only, is
also preferable to continuation of the statutory ceiling.

PRODUCTION READINESS

Question. The 30-Day Review found that “production readiness, especially at Y—
12, needs more support because many of these facilities have not been maintained
a?d need to be restored in a timely manner to meet refurbishment production sched-
ules.”

The 30-Day Review also stated, “Changes and upgrades to the manufacturing fa-
cilities are needed in order for DOE to meet the military’s near-term and long-term
production requirements” necessary to meet the stockpile refurbishment mission.”

General Gioconda, what is plan for and cost of this needed support?

Answer. We are addressing these needs in three ways. First, we have established
readiness campaigns to fill gaps in manufacturing processes and capabilities that
are required to support future workload, but are not available within the complex
today. Campaigns for reestablishing the capability to produce tritium and plutonium
pits are ongoing. In fiscal year 2001, we are proposing to initiate the Secondary
Readiness Campaign to ensure future manufacturing capabilities (equipment, peo-
ple, processes) are in place and ready for production of secondaries. The High Explo-
sives/Assembly and Nonnuclear Readiness campaigns are scheduled for initiation in
fiscal year 2002. The fiscal year 2001 budget request includes about $200 million
to support these activities.

Second, we have proposed new construction activities at the Y-12 Plant to help
address these issues as well. The Highly Enriched Uranium Materials Facility will
support the consolidation of long-term highly enriched uranium materials and the
Special Material Complex, a candidate under the Defense Program Preliminary
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Project Design and Engineering Project, will enhance operational reliability for ma-
terials processes required for future workload. The fiscal year 2001 budget request
includes about $27 million to support these activities.

Finally, we have recently commissioned a comprehensive assessment of our re-
capitalization needs in response to the 30-Day Study recommendation. Despite our
recent investments to downsize and modernize the weapons complex infrastructure,
we realize that more improvements are needed to meet future refurbishment pro-
duction schedules.

Question. What is the total cost over how many years?

Answer. We are in the process are finalizing our planning for the production read-
iness campaigns and are initiating planning efforts for the recapitalization needs.
%)e()lcpect that this information will be fully developed in time for the fiscal year 2002

udget.

Question. Is the appropriate amount in the 2000 and 2001 budgets?

Answer. The Department has submitted a supplemental budget request for fiscal
year 2000 primarily to restart of Enriched Uranium Operations at the Y-12 Plant.
All critical needs for fiscal year 2001 are addressed in the budget request. As al-
ways, there are items which could not be accommodated, or those which could ben-
eﬁtdfrom additional funding, but it is our judgement that these are not critical
needs.

TEST READINESS

Question. The 30-Day Review found, “more long-range planning is needed to en-
sure that the Nevada Test Site will have the infrastructure and intellectual base
to maintain readiness for twenty years or more. Work is currently underway in the
Nuclear Weapons Council to evaluate options for enhancing test readiness through
consideration of specific testing scenarios.”

What options have the Nuclear Weapons Council identified to address the long-
term infrastructure and intellectual base at the Nevada Test Site that will allow
us to maintain test readiness?

Answer. The Nuclear Weapons Council (NWC) chartered the DOD Program Anal-
ysis and Evaluation (PA&E) Office together with Defense Programs to review the
adequacy of DOE and Defense Threat Reduction Agency (DTRA) planning and pro-
grams to maintain the test readiness posture directed by the President. Those re-
sults were briefed to the NWC on October 14, 1999, at which time the NWC re-
quested DOE and PA&E perform additional case studies to evaluate specific weap-
ons systems and the possibility to reduce readiness time to 18 months. Current
plans are for the NWC to be briefed on the results of that analysis on April 19,
2000.

For the past 8 years Defense Programs has committed resources to archive knowl-
edge, preserve unique equipment and infrastructure, and maintain access to experi-
enced personnel. It is generally accepted that over time the ability to access per-
sonnel or to operate and maintain aging equipment will deteriorate to some level
if not exercised.

In order to attract and maintain a workforce with skills and knowledge relevant
to test readiness, NTS is actively involved in supporting the technical campaigns
centered at the design laboratories. Included in these campaigns are subcritical ex-
periments which are critical to the maintaining test readiness since they exercise
most of the functional area required for an underground nuclear test. The DOE Ne-
vada Operations Office is also attracting various work-for-others programs to the
NTS. These programs, also help to distribute the costs for NTS infrastructure across
several customers.

Although there are many unique capabilities at the test site that must be pre-
served, most of the special technical knowledge and skills required to prepare a de-
vice for testing, field the diagnostics, perform the test and analyze the results re-
sides at the design laboratories and production facilities. These are capabilities that
will be maintained though other stockpile stewardship activities. Consequently
there is no line-item in the DOE Defense Program budget labeled Test Readiness.

Question. What is the cost of these efforts in fiscal year 2001 and future years?

Answer. Because test readiness is derived primarily from other Stockpile Steward-
ship programs, there is no line-item in the DOE Defense Program budget labeled
Test Readiness. However, the Stockpile Stewardship portion of the DOE/NV budget
is generally characterized as the test readiness budget, and the planned amount
identified for fiscal year 2001 is approximately $188 million. In the outyears, we ex-
pect the cost to be approximately level, assuming that we maintain the current level
of readiness.

Question. Is the budget request adequate to support test readiness?
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Answer. The Stockpile Stewardship portion of the NTS budget is generally charac-
terized as the test readiness budget. As long as the budget is adequate for maintain-
ing active experiment programs, particularly subcritical experiment programs which
exercise most of the functional areas required for an underground nuclear test, the
Department will be able to maintain test readiness. The current budget request will
provide adequate funding to meet those needs.

DOE/NTH PARTNERSHIP FOR TECHNOLOGY DEVELOPMENT

Question. Report language in the Defense Authorization bill for this current year
established a partnership between DOE and NIH. The language set aside $6 Million
in the DOE Defense Programs budget, to be paired with comparable funding from
the NIH, to set up a pilot program to jointly explore the potential of DP technologies
to impact medical health. Similar language also appeared on the NIH bills.

The Pilot Program seeks to ensure that technologies developed within the nuclear
weapons program are carefully evaluated for their impact on the health sciences,
with the goal of achieving clinical applications and improved national health care.
To the best of my knowledge, the DOE has not begun to implement this program.

What is the status of this DOE/NIH Medical Technology Partnership program?

Answer. We have begun this work with NIH. A number of successful activities
are underway utilizing the imaging capabilities developed for the DP mission. In
one case, the three-dimensional ultrasound developed for stockpile stewardship is
improving resolution as an early diagnostic for breast cancer. This improved resolu-
tion will transfer directly back to stockpile stewardship benefit. In other cases, the
femtosecond laser, developed as a cutting tool for national security requirements, is
being refined as a tool for neurosurgeons and knowledge of fluorescing molecules is
being redirected to diabetes therapy and potentially an artificial pancreas.

A preliminary discussion occurred between Secretary Richardson’s staff and NIH
Deputy Director Wendy Baldwin. This will be followed by discussions between De-
fense Programs staff and NIH personnel to formalize the program. The Joint Con-
ventional Munitions Memorandum of Understanding between the Departments of
Energy and Defense will serve as a model for this new partnership.

INDUSTRIAL PARTNERSHIPS

Question. The challenges faced by the weapons laboratories and plants have dra-
matically escalated with the cessation of nuclear testing. Now, more than ever be-
fore, they need access to the very best engineering and scientific talent in our na-
tion.

The labs and plants have great staff, but they don’t have a corner on the nation’s
expertise. American industry, both large and small companies, frequently has the
cutting edge technology that the complex needs.

Sometimes we can buy the help we need, but in many cases, partnerships are the
best way to leverage the talents of different contributors. 'm very concerned that
the Department has sent strong and consistent messages for the last few years that
partnerships with industry are discouraged. I think that’s exactly the wrong mes-
sage to be sending.

In fiscal year 1996, more than $200 Million was requested for industrial partner-
ships. There isn’t even a line item for these in fiscal year 2001. In the current year,
$14 Million was identified.

On February 14, I chaired a Hearing of the Energy and Natural Resources Com-
mittee in Albuquerque. The Directors of each New Mexico laboratory expressed
strong support for industrial partnerships and great concern that the funding for
them has vanished.

Do you concur with my view that industrial partnerships are a critical contributor
to the ability of the laboratories to deliver on their missions?

Answer. In fiscal year 2001 there is no longer a specific Technology Partnership
decision unit in the budget, although Defense Programs will continue to support
various technology partnerships within the Campaigns which they support as a
means to reach the goals and objectives of the Stockpile Stewardship Program. I
agree with your assessment that leveraging partnerships with industry is critical to
the successful achievement of the Department’s nuclear weapons mission. By
teaming with the private sector, our laboratory scientists and engineers have been
able to solve technological problems that exist in the laboratories and industry in
a timely, creative, and cost-effective manner.

I also agree that the message to industry needs to be one of renewed support and
funding stability to encourage development of productive partnerships both for the
benefit of the Stockpile Stewardship Program and U.S. economic competitiveness.
For example, Sandia National Laboratories is working with the State of New Mexico
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Legislature to pass a bill where a portion of the gross receipts tax paid by Sandia
can be used to foster partnerships and small business technical assistance. However,
this is very limited as it represents only $1.8 million this year, but is indicative of
how valuable partnership activity is to the Department and the Laboratories.

Question. Are you interested in working with me to restore a significant focus
within the Department on these activities?

Answer. Yes. We are establishing a significant focus on industrial partnerships by
further integrating them with our primary mission, Stockpile Stewardship. The fis-
cal year 2001 Budget Request for the Stockpile Stewardship Program includes ap-
proximately $14 million for technology partnership activities, an increase of $1.5
million over fiscal year 2000 funding and the first increase in this program in years.
Beginning in fiscal year 2001, the Department has proposed a new budget structure
for the integrated Stockpile Stewardship Program. Within this new budget struc-
ture, Technology Partnerships will directly support the Stockpile Stewardship Pro-
gram within the Campaigns budget line. While the details of how this strategy will
be executed in the field have not been finalized, one of our goals is to leverage in-
dustry capabilities in order to meet our program challenges within the fiscal year
2001 budget. We would like to promote industrial partnerships with the weapons
program, especially those that support Stockpile Stewardship and I am open to dis-
cussing options to accomplish this.

RADIOGRAPHIC DIAGNOSTIC FACILITIES

Question. DOE is currently operating several radiographic diagnostic experi-
mental facilities. They include PHERMEX and DARHT at Los Alamos, FXR and the
Contained Firing Facility at Lawrence Livermore, LANSCE at Los Alamos, and the
Z-pulsed power facility at Sandia.

Could you briefly explain the importance of each of these facilities to the stockpile
stewardship program?

Answer. PHERMEX, DARHT, FXR and the Contained Firing Facility are or will
be experimental hydrodynamics facilities. They provide x-ray images through an im-
ploding nuclear weapons system containing a high-explosive driven primary but
with the special nuclear materials replaced by surrogates. Absent nuclear testing,
these experiments are a principal means by which the weapons laboratories can ob-
serve the impact on system behavior of changes resulting from aging or design, ma-
terial and manufacturing changes during refurbishment. These experimental facili-
ties are providing higher resolution will be required to validate predictions of nu-
clear weapons performance that will be generated through the new ASCI codes.

The two principal LLNL facilities are FXR and Building 851, located at site 300,
about 15 miles southeast of LLNL. Both are used for experimental work on primary
systems and for reimbursable work for the Department of Defense. FXR conducts
about 10-15 major experiments in weapon full geometry each year. The Building
851 facility has been used for “Manybeam Velocimetry” experiments. In total about
150-200 smaller tests are conducted each year. Conducting the full complement of
weapon experiments has required the capacity of two facilities. PHERMEX at LANL
provides similar capabilities for LANL experiments that FXR does at LLNL.

The Contained Firing Facility of CFF, is a facility upgrade to FXR. It will main-
tain the same beamline, but will provide for full containment of the explosion in
order to mitigate adverse environmental effects. Closure of the FXR facility has
never been planned., but its use will be changed as many full system hydrodynamics
shots will be moved to DARHT.

DARHT’s second axis, under construction at LANL, will, for the first time, provide
two-axis multi-time radiographs of imploding primary systems with improved reso-
lution and intensity over current single axis facilities. This will provide improved
ability to infer cavity shape and criticality of imploding primary systems essential
for both performance and nuclear safety assessments. Once operational, this will be
the mainstay of DP radiographic efforts.

The Z-pulsed power facility at Sandia is principally a high energy density experi-
mental facility that supports physics relevant to radiation flow and hydrodynamics
of secondaries and also will study materials properties. To support these experi-
ments Z will use the NIF beamlet experiment as a radiographic source for experi-
ments relevant to secondary physics. This will complement the radiographic facili-
ties above that support primary research.

LANSCE’s principle relevance to radiography is to provide the proton beam that
is used in experiments to explore proton radiography for potential use on a future
hydrodynamic test facility. This new technology shows great promise to image very
dense systems with high resolution. These experiments have also been valuable in
measuring properties of some small scale high-explosive experiments. These
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LANSCE experiments are small-scale scientific experiments and do not per se con-
stitute major hydrodynamics tests of stockpile devices. Such uses are a small part
of the total LANSCE effort which is principally focused on obtaining materials prop-
erties and nuclear data in support of both Defense Programs and the Office of
Science.

Question. What is the schedule for closing some of the older facilities as the newer
more advanced facilities come on line?

Answer. Currently Defense Programs is developing a hydrotest facility user plan
to consolidate operation at FXR/CFF and DARHT with both labs using each facility,
and other facilities to be closed.

PHERMEX is scheduled for shutdown in fiscal year 2001 after completion of a
major special hydrodynamics test. It is intended that LLNL B851 be closed within
about a year of the time CFF is completed in late fiscal year 2001.

Until recently, both LLNL and LANL operated two accelerators, FXR and an RF
LINAC at LLNL, and PHERMEX and ECTOR at LANL. When the current
hydrotest projects are completed, the LLNL RF LINAC, and LANL PHERMEX and
ECTOR machines will be decommissioned, leaving only DARHT and CFF to meet
the needs of the hydrotest program.

Question. FXR is currently being used to support development work for DARHT.
Why hasn’t FXR been closed as planned? When do you expect the FXR mission will
be completed and the facility closed entirely?

Answer. CFF [Contained Firing Facility] is a facility upgrade to FXR. It will
maintain the same beamline, but will provide for full containment of the explosion
in order to mitigate adverse environmental effects. Closure of the FXR facility has
never been planned but its use will be changed as many full system hydrodynamics
shots will be moved to DARHT.

Question. Does DOE plan to close any of the existing facilities upon completion
of the second axis of DARHT? Please explain.

Answer. PHERMEX, ECTOR, and Building 851 will be closed as operations are
consolidated at DARHT and CFF. This will happen before DARHT second axis is
operational. While these schedules anticipate DARHT second axis operations they
are not contingent upon it.

Question. What will proton radiography being developed at LANSCE provide that
DARHT, Advanced DARHT or other hydrodynamic facilities cannot?

Answer. Primary weapons designers have believed for years that they will need
a multi-time mutli-axis radiographic capability in order to provide the resolution
necessary to assess the safety and performance of a primary system to the small
margins of uncertainty that will be required. The goal is to be able to reconstruct
a 3-D moving picture of an imploding primary system. Efforts are ongoing to provide
a sound scientific justification for the requirements for such a facility, including the
number of axes. Most estimates indicate that it would require 4-12 beam lines.

While multiple x-ray beams of the type used in current facilities could be one ap-
proach, recent improvements suggest that proton radiography could be an excellent
alternative. Proton radiography uses magnetic lenses to focus high energy photons
onto an imaging system during an imploding weapon experiment. This works very
much the way a camera lens focuses light on film to make a photograph. With x-
ray radiography only a small fraction of the energy makes it through the target,
whereas most high energy protons would make it through a target, providing much
better resolution. Though this application to radiography is a recent development,
it is a mature technology since the basic capabilities have been employed in proton
accelerators for years. The principal challenge is to tailor an accelerator design and
beam transport system to the requirements for multi-axis radiography in a way that
minimizes costs.

PLUTONIUM DISPOSITION

Ms. Gottemoeller, the Congress provided $200 million in fiscal year 1999 to jump-
start negotiations on disposing of surplus weapons plutonium in Russia. I have re-
peatedly heard that the existence of this $200 million, which can be obtained by
Russia only after the disposition work actually starts, has been a tremendous impe-
tus towards finalizing the disposition protocol.

I'm very concerned that we move as rapidly to start with the disposition. As you
know, this is material for well over 6,000 weapons. I'm therefore puzzled that the
Department chose to identify $49 Million of that $200 Million to cover prior year
balances and very recently has proposed to defer another $40 Million of this Fund
in your fiscal year 2000 supplemental request.
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I don’t think we are sending an appropriate message to the Russians about the
urgency of disposition of weapons-grade plutonium with these funding cuts, even if
we propose to restore the cuts later.

Question. Ms. Gottemoeller, do you share my view that disposition of these weap-
ons materials represents one of our most critical national security challenges before
us?

Answer. Yes. The disposition of surplus weapons-usable fissile materials does rep-
resent one of our most critical national security challenges. These disposition activi-
ties, along with other efforts to dismantle weapons delivery systems, secure nuclear
materials, and prevent the spread of nuclear weapons knowledge, are key parts of
the United States Government’s strategy to reduce the global danger from the pro-
liferation of weapons of mass destruction.

Question. Can you assure me that the Department’s actions in using almost one-
half of the $200 million for other purposes will not harm the negotiations?

Answer. The Department’s fiscal year 2001 budget requests $49 million to become
available in fiscal year 2004, when the funds are needed for plutonium disposition
in Russia. Congressional approval of the Department’s fiscal year 2001 budget re-
quest will restore funding to the $200 million level, which provides the greatest as-
surance that this important arms control and nonproliferation initiative with Russia
can be successfully concluded.

Question. What is the status of the negotiations with the Russians?

Answer. Following extensive negotiations with Russia over the past year on a bi-
lateral plutonium disposition agreement, all of the outstanding issues, save one,
have been resolved. Our aim is to resolve this issue in a matter of weeks and have
an agreement that can be signed later this Spring.

OVERALL BUDGET—PRIORITIES FOR ADDITIONAL FUNDING

Question. If the Committee were to provide you additional funds, what would be
your next priorities and at what level of funding?

Answer. The President’s request is an appropriate level for competing require-
ments and for meeting critical program objectives. I can assure you that we will con-
tinue to carefully examine our program and budget priorities through the budget
process.

TASK FORCE ON NONPROLIFERATION

Secretary Richardson recently announced the creation of a new task force, to be
led by former Senator Howard Baker and Lloyd Cutler. The Secretary has tasked
the group to send him a report by September outlining ways to improve programs
involving materials protection, economic development and cooperation on R&D be-
tween Russian and American Scientists.

Question. What types of concerns prompted the Secretary’s creation of the panel?

Answer. Secretary Richardson decided to use the established Secretary of Energy
Advisory Board (SEAB) as the vehicle for this Task Force on Russia. The objectives
of this Task Force are: to provide recommendations to the Secretary of Energy re-
garding the policy priorities established by DOE to pursue cooperative nonprolifera-
tion and nuclear safety programs with Russia and the other countries of the Newly
Independent States (NIS); to identify crucial program areas that may not have been
addressed in the past; and to provide an assessment of the performance of DOE’s
programs in achieving national security and nonproliferation missions. The Task
Force’s recommendations of new potential areas of cooperation may be used as a
blueprint for future programs in the next Administration.

Question. Are there areas where the Labs can increase their collaborations with
the Russians on non-proliferation R&D programs?

Answer. Yes, there are at least two such areas. First, as part of the $100 million
Long-term Nonproliferation Initiative, we are hoping to engage our labs and Rus-
sian specialists on the subject of enhancing the proliferation resistance of reactors
and the nuclear fuel cycle. This, of course, is contingent on Russia complying with
the commitments it has given the United States regarding cooperation with Iran.
We are also proposing research on long-term solutions for spent fuel and radioactive
waste. Secondly, under the Nuclear Cities Initiative, a number of our laboratories
are hoping to contract for services from Russian counterparts on a range of non-mili-
tary issues, from the development of simplified computer codes, to analyses of radio-
nuclide transport through various geological media.

Question. Do you have a good system for measuring success in the Russian pro-
grams? Should we limit future funding for NCI to demonstrable conversion from
military to civilian activities?
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Answer. All of our Russian programs have measures of success; however, some of
them are more easily measured than others. Among those with straightforward
metrics are the MPC&A program, where we measure the amount of special nuclear
material and number of facilities secured, the Highly Enriched Uranium Purchase
program, where we measure the amount of uranium blended down, and the Pluto-
nium Disposition program, where we measure the number of kilograms of pluto-
nium that are to be processed. The programs directed at preventing the migration
of scientists with weapons knowledge to countries and organizations of concern are
more complex to measure. The Initiatives for Proliferation Prevention Program
measures the number of scientists employed, the number of institutes engaged, fi-
nancial contributions from industry, the number of new enterprises created, and
similar metrics. The Nuclear Cities Initiative measures number of workers em-
ployed, number of new jobs created, number of individuals trained, level of private
industry participation, number of facilities converted, and the square footage of
space transferred from weapons to non-weapons work. NCI also provides for
changes in municipal infrastructure to enable transformation of the nuclear cities
from a total weapon-based economy to a commercial economy in the ten closed cit-
ies.

The Nuclear Cities Initiative is making demonstrable progress in transferring
former weapons facilities to non-weapons work. The recent agreement to dedicate
over 500,000 square feet of floor space at the Avangard nuclear weapons plant at
Sarov to commercial work is a notable example of such progress. Such metrics clear-
ly indicate that the Nuclear Cities Initiative can achieve important national security
goals for the United States by working with the Russian Federation to accelerate
the downsizing of the Russian nuclear complex.

Question. Can you elaborate on the types of threats the United States and the
world community are facing in Russia?

Answer. The current economic and security situation in Russia poses strong chal-
lenges for U.S. security interests. Within Russia, there continue to be cases of “in-
sider thefts” of sensitive material, almost certainly a reflection of the prevailing eco-
nomic conditions in Russian society. Underpaid security guards and workers at nu-
clear facilities, as well as world class scientists with access to sensitive materials
and information, remain a worrying “insider” problem. Over the past several years,
Russia also has experienced a sharp rise in terrorist activity. The Russian military
in 1999 reported 560 terrorist incidents in Russia, including several reported threats
against facilities holding sensitive materials. In addition, Iran and other nations
seeking to develop WMD capabilities also are looking to exploit Russia’s security
conditions through aggressive efforts to acquire fissile material and expertise. The
MPC&A program, in cooperation with the Russian government, has provided up-
graded security for nearly 450 metric tons of nuclear material, enough material to
build 24,000 nuclear devices. In so doing, the program represents a powerful coun-
tervailing force against those trying to exploit Russia’s endemic security problems.

MATERIALS PROTECTION CONTROL & ACCOUNTING

Securing and disposing of nuclear material in Russia is one of our most important
national security objectives. However, the GAO recently issued a report that indi-
cated the Department had achieved very limited progress in improving the security
of nuclear materials in Russia. The report stated that only 7 percent of the 650 met-
ric tons have been identified as being at risk for theft or diversion, are stored in
buildings with installed security systems.

Question. How would you respond to the GAO Report?

Answer. The GAO only had one recommendation—to develop and annually update
an overall cost estimate and time frame for completing the MPC&A program. We
completely agree with this recommendation and have already begun developing this
estimate. It will be completed in May.

However, the GAO Report also stated that “About 50 metric tons, or about 7 per-
cent of the approximately 650 metric tons of the weapons-usable nuclear material,
are in buildings with installed security systems.” Actually, rapid upgrades to ap-
proximately 450MT of additional at-risk nuclear material are either ongoing or have
been completed. The 450MTs that have either been secured or are in the process
of being secured is equivalent to roughly 24,000 nuclear devices. The 7 percent re-
fers to weapons-usable material that has received comprehensive security upgrades,
meaning all aspects of the MPC&A installation work is complete. Rapid upgrades
are the first steps DOE takes to immediately improve security and thus reduce the
proliferation threat. Rapid upgrades include, for instance, 1-ton delay blocks, steel
cages, bricked windows, hardened doors and mechanical locks. Once rapid upgrades
are complete, focus is then placed on completing the required comprehensive secu-
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rity upgrades, which involve more advanced material control and accounting sys-
tems.

Access to sensitive MinAtom facilities was another issue raised by the GAO, and
DOE is addressing this concern in a number of ways. Secretary Richardson and
Minister Adamov established a Task Force to develop solutions to the problem, and
there are ongoing discussions and negotiations in this forum. DOE has developed
additional guidance regarding access, and this guidance will be used in future
MPC&A upgrade negotiations and contracts. Access needs vary at each site, and the
access guidance provides for access to be negotiated on a site by site basis as need-
ed.

Question. The GAO report also recommended the Department develop a cost esti-
mate? and schedule for completing the MPC&A program. Is that possible at this
time?

Answer. Yes. DOE has already begun developing this updated MPC&A Life Cycle
Cost and Schedule Estimate. The revised estimate will be completed by May 2000
and, as the GAO recommended, will be updated annually in December.

Question. Please update the Committee on recent developments in your work with
the Russian Navy?

Answer. The Department of Energy’s (DOE) cooperative relationship with the
Russian Federation Navy (RFN) began in 1996, when the RFN requested assistance
from DOE to secure highly enriched uranium (HEU) fuel. In 2000, DOE will:

—commission four HEU fuel facilities;

—complete work to secure test reactors belonging to the Russian Ministry of De-

fense at a facility in Sergeiev Posad;

—continue work supporting MPC&A upgrades at RFN facilities at Kurchatov In-

stitute; and

—provide MPC&A training for Russian Navy personnel.

Building on what is now a solid record of accomplishment—reflected by security
upgrades to some 30 Metric Tons of proliferation attractive material—DOE has also
been asked by the Russian Navy to expand this relationship to include a long term
plan for the physical protection of over 30 Navy strategic and tactical nuclear weap-
on storage sites. In 2000, DOE will complete initial rapid upgrades at seven sites,
complete comprehensive upgrades at one of these sites and sign contracts for initial
rapid upgrades at least seven additional sites.

DOE will work only at those sites where access can be granted to ensure that ap-
propriated funds are being spent properly.

NEW INITIATIVE FOR $100 MILLION

Question. Couldn’t both requests just as well be included within the existing
MPC&A program and within an expanded Nuclear Cities Initiative?

Answer. From a budgetary perspective, the requests could just as well be included
within the existing MPC&A program and within an expanded Nuclear Cities Initia-
tive. However, the Long-Term Nonproliferation Program for Russia will establish a
series of new efforts to respond to recognized but previously unaddressed threats to
U.S. national security. This expanded component of our nonproliferation work will
supplement on-going Departmental programs and establish new and accelerated so-
lutions to the most serious dangers presented by the Russian nuclear weapons com-
plex and civilian nuclear facilities.

This program both builds upon successful on-going projects and takes advantage
of new opportunities presented by the Russians to dramatically reduce the produc-
tion of plutonium; enhance the proliferation-resistance of nuclear fuel cycle tech-
nologies; accelerate the planned downsizing of the Russian nuclear weapons complex
through the closure of facilities and consolidation of nuclear materials into fewer lo-
cations; and expand nuclear material protection activities to the most sensitive Rus-
sian Navy sites. All of these activities reflect our deep concern over the risks of theft
and diversion of nuclear materials in the unique circumstances of the post-Cold War
environment.

Question. Why were they included as new initiatives instead of suggested as very
logical and very positive additions to existing programs?

Answer. The work in the $100M initiative does not duplicate any existing MPC&A
work and responds to new opportunities. The $20 million for MPC&A will expand
work into the new, unplanned and previously unfunded areas of Russian Navy co-
operation at highly sensitive sites, and provide similar opportunities for our mate-
rial consolidation and conversion and Russian emergency management system work.
For example, the new funding will enable us to convert an additional 1.5 metric tons
of highly enriched uranium—which is attractive to proliferators—to low enriched
uranium.
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The $10 million for the Nuclear Cities Initiative (NCI) will be used in a new
project to accelerate the closure of the weapons production capabilities at Sarov
(Avangard) and Zarechnyy (Penza-19) to shift large portions of their work force to
work outside of the nuclear weapons complex, related commercial activities, and
provide civilian employment opportunities for scientists and technicians currently
working in these facilities. We are already achieving success in the transfer of
500,000 square feet from weapons work to commercial production at Avangard. We
would like to accelerate this process at Avangard and begin work a similar effort
as quickly as possible at Penza-19.

Question. The budget request includes a new $100 million non-proliferation initia-
tive. Included within that request would be funding for increased Materials Protec-
tion, Control and Accounting work on Russian Naval fuels as well as funding for
conversion of some of the Russian weapons facilities.

A portion of the funding presumes an agreement with the Russians for them to
stop the reprocessing of civilian spent fuel and the production of plutonium. Is there
an agreement with the Russians? What is the status of negotiations?

Answer. Negotiations continue to take place on an intensive basis with Russian
Federation officials to develop a high-level Joint Statement on a moratorium on fur-
ther accumulation of separated civil plutonium resulting from the reprocessing of
civil power reactor fuel in Russia. This effort will complement established U.S. pro-
grams to secure and eliminate plutonium arising from weapons dismantlement.
Once this high-level Joint Statement is signed, which we expect to occur early this
summer, we will proceed immediately to complete the Work Plan and Implementing
Agreement necessary to implement the Initiative. These documents, which we are
already developing with the Russians, are to be completed by October 1.

NUCLEAR CITIES INITIATIVE

Question. I've spoken out in several statements, most recently at Princeton Uni-
versity on March 14, with concerns that the credibility of the current Nuclear Cities
program suffers in Congress from a lack of transparent milestones. I've suggested
that the only way to gain significant funding for the Initiative would be for our sup-
port to be tied to such milestones that lead to downsizing of the entire Russian nu-
clear cities complex to levels consistent with their future national security needs.

Dr. Gottemoeller, you've described progress within the Initiative along the very
lines that I've suggested. I appreciate your progress. Based upon your under-
standing of the interests of the Russian MinAtom leadership, would you anticipate
that the Russians would agree to a firm schedule for downsizing with verifiable
milestones, in return for a significant increase in the Nuclear Cities budgets?

Answer. The Department of Energy fully shares your interest in securing the
rapid downsizing of the Russian nuclear complex to levels consistent with Russia’s
national security needs. MinAtom has developed a plan for significant reduction of
their complex, and I believe the Russians are committed to implementation of the
plan. Senior leadership within MinAtom responded to your remarks at the Princeton
Conference by affirming the Russian Government’s strong desire to downsize its nu-
clear weapons complex; they also stated that NCI is essential if they are to imple-
ment their conversion plans on an accelerated basis, consistent with the desires of
both Governments. I believe that there is a widely held view within the Russian
leadership that the nuclear weapons complex is larger than necessary and too costly
to sustain. On March 31, 2000, President Putin, in his first major policy address
as the newly elected President of the Russian Federation, reaffirmed this position
during a speech to nuclear workers in Snezhinsk. With the Russian acceptance of
downsizing, we should indeed be able to provide concrete and verifiable measures
of downsizing of facilities and transfer of people to the civilian sector. In a signifi-
cant new development, we recently signed an agreement with the Avangard weap-
ons production plant that will move 500,000 square feet of work space from within
the weapons complex to the open part of the city. This constitutes a real and meas-
urable reduction in the Russian nuclear complex. Furthermore, strategic plans are
under development by U.S. representatives and Russian scientific and downsizing
community stakeholders within the three closed cities of Sarov, Snezhink, and
Zhleleznogorsk to map out the commitment and the time-line to accomplish these
complex, downsizing efforts. With your support and the support of the Congress, we
can make even greater progress in the future.

CORE CONVERSION OF RUSSIAN REACTORS

Question. In 1997, Vice President Gore announced a centerpiece of the Clinton Ad-
ministration’s arms control package. It involved a commitment from Russia to halt
production of weapons-grade plutonium by the end of this year by converting their
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production reactors to new cores that would not continue the plutonium production.
The project was advertised to cost about $80 Million.

The Russians have stated that these reactors produce critically needed heat for
their cities, and can’t simply be shut down. Most of this project is funded through
fI_\Iurén-Lugar DOD funds, but the safety evaluations are being done through DOE
unds.

Lately, reports are circulating that this program is being called into serious ques-
tion by the Russians. For one thing, The Vice President’s plan called for conversion
of these reactors to Highly Enriched Uranium cores—the very material that we’re
desperately trying to encourage the Russians to dispose of. It’s never been clear to
me why the core conversion was such a great idea if it increase Russian use and
traffic in HEU.

Then there’s the issue of safety. These reactors are early versions of the
Chernobyl reactor. These reactors have glaring safety problems, we've got plenty of
evidence of that already. Our and Russian experts are pointing out that the safety
margins are even worse if we convert these cores to HEU.

The Russian have proposed that this project be canceled and that we assist them
in procurement of gas turbines instead. I understand there is a cost issue on these
gas turbines, with Russian and Administration cost estimates very different ($230
Million vs $1 Billion).

What’s your view of this core conversion program? Should we be encouraging this
use of HEU and perpetuation of Chernobyl-type reactors, to say nothing of
Chernobyl-type reactors with degraded safety margins?

Isn’t it time for the Administration to explore other options?

Answer. Both the United States and Russian governments remain committed to
achieving the objective of the 1997 Plutonium Production Reactor Agreement
(PPRA), 1.e., stopping the production of weapons-grade plutonium from the three re-
maining Russian plutonium-producing reactors. Those reactors have not been shut
down because, in addition to producing a combined two metric tons of plutonium
a year, they also supply energy for the surrounding regions. Since receiving initial
funding in fiscal year 1998, a joint effort was undertaken to end weapons-grade plu-
tonium production through the conversion of the three operational reactors to a
highly enriched uranium fueled core design. The results of this design effort have
raised significant questions in Russia and the U.S. regarding the benefits versus the
risks of this approach. We are now assessing with Russia whether core conversion,
possibly with a low-enriched uranium fuel, or provision of fossil fuel energy sources
is the most safe, efficient and cost-effective approach. Our joint goal remains to end
the production of weapons-grade plutonium consistent with the intent of the PPRA.

COMPETING NN R&D CONTRACTS

Question. What is the status of your efforts to comply with this provision?

Answer. Regarding competing R&D contracts, we are following Congressional di-
rection, and have initiated the process to start open, competitive acquisition of 25
percent of our R&D program. While there are no projects where work is procured
through a DOE competitive process open simultaneously to DOE laboratories, uni-
versities, and private companies, approximately 3 percent of our program funds go
directly to industry and 1 percent to universities. In addition, approximately 15 per-
cent of R&D funds provided to the laboratories go to industry, as well as 3 percent
to university researchers.

As a start to this process, we are finalizing a draft, joint solicitation with the De-
partment of Defense for release this summer that will procure seismic-related re-
search and development for the ground-based portion of our Nuclear Explosion Mon-
itoring program, resulting in approximately 4 percent of that part of our fiscal year
2000 program being acquired through open competition. Our progress toward ac-
quiring more work through open, competitive means has been slowed by fiscal year
2000 undistributed reductions which eliminated the source of funds for any new
work. The remaining budget is dedicated to many large, multi-year projects, and we
did not believe it prudent to terminate or adversely impact on-going work that is
scheduled to meet firm delivery dates or is jointly funded with other agencies. We
are currently identifying specific research and development thrusts in each program
area for open competition in fiscal year 2001.

PROPOSAL TO ESTABLISH SEPARATE SECURITY BUDGET

Question. General Habiger, you have testified that the Department will be pro-
posing a unified separate budget for its safeguards and security program, and that
safeguards and security through-out the weapons complex will be your responsi-
bility. However, Sec. 3212(b)(6) of the National Nuclear Security Administration Act
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specifically gives responsibility for safeguards and security to the Administrator.
And Sec. 3232(c) of the Act provides that there will be a Chief of Defense Nuclear
Security working for the Administration to implement security policies. Isn’t your
proposal for a unified Department-wide security budget inconsistent with the clear
Congressional direction of the NNSA Act?

Answer. No, we believe that it fully supports the intent of the legislation, i.e, to
strengthen safeguards and security throughout DOE, and the NNSA. This unified
budget will provide the NNSA Administrator and his Chief of Defense Nuclear Secu-
rity, with a definitive budget profile that can be used to provide overall better plan-
ning and execution. In the past, the security funding was obtained from overhead
accounts that were subject to nonprogrammatic changes depending on individual
priorities at each facility.

Question. Shouldn’t the responsibility for security be integrated into the line pro-
gram? Shouldn’t we hold the lab director’s responsible for security at their site?

Answer. Responsibility for security at our laboratories remains unchanged, i.e.,
the field office managers and contractors will continue to be the first line of defense
to assure appropriate security at their respective locations, and the LPSO’s will con-
tinue to be accountable for integrated security and program implementation. The
unified budget will provide them with a definitive funding profile that will permit
better planning of security implementation.

POLYGRAPHS

Question. What is the current best estimate of the number of employees subject
to polygraphs? If the figure is above 1000, why was it changed? And will my con-
cerns on the use of polygraphs be part of an integrated security program.

Answer. In October 1999, Congress passed the National Defense Authorization
Act (NDAA) for fiscal year 2000. Section 3154 of the NDAA requires the Secretary
of Energy to carry out a counterintelligence polygraph program for the defense-re-
lated activities of the Department. The counterintelligence polygraph program con-
sists of the administration of a counterintelligence polygraph examination to speci-
fied persons who have access to high-risk programs.

On December 17, 1999, reflecting the Congressional mandate of Section 3154,
DOE published a final rule for the use of polygraph examinations for certain DOE
and contractor employees, applicants for employment, and other individuals as-
signed or detailed to Federal positions at DOE. (64 FR 70962) The Polygraph Exam-
ination Regulation identifies eight categories of positions which are eligible for coun-
terintelligence polygraph examinations.

On December 13, 1999, I issued a memorandum for all DOE employees identifying
the specific positions within the eight counterintelligence categories covered by the
Polygraph Examination Regulation that will be subject to the polygraph testing. I
estimated that approximately 800 individuals throughout the DOE complex would
undergo counterintelligence polygraph testing during the implementation of the
counterintelligence polygraph program. I also noted that Section 3154 forbids DOE
from providing anyone initial access to a SAP or the PSAP without first signing a
consent agreement and then taking a counterintelligence polygraph examination. I
stated that this statutory requirement would be implemented in accordance with the
terms of the Polygraph Examination Regulation.

I estimate that between 2600 and 3100 employees currently in one or more of the
eight counterintelligence categories covered by the Polygraph Examination Regula-
tion will be polygraphed over the next five years; however, approximately 1350 addi-
tional employees will require initial access to a SAP or the PSAP during Calendar
Year 2000, and must be polygraphed in accordance with Section 3154. I intend to
submit to the Congress legislation that would amend Section 3154 of the NDAA to
provide authority to identify the specific positions within the Department which
should be eligible for a counterintelligence polygraph examination.

I share your concern on the use of polygraphs as part of an integrated counter-
intelligence program. Section 3154(g) of the NDAA required DOE, in consultation
with the Federal Bureau of Investigation (FBI), to develop procedures for identifying
and addressing “false positive” results of polygraph examinations, and to ensure
that adverse actions are not taken against an individual solely by reason of that
individual’s physiological reaction to a question in a polygraph examination. DOE
provided a draft of its Polygraph Examination Regulation to the FBI for its review
and comment. The FBI concurred in the issuance of the Polygraph Examination
Regulation and did not recommend any changes relative to those portions address-
ing DOE’s procedures for addressing “false positive” results and not denying or re-
voking an individual’s access based solely on the results of a polygraph examination.
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I believe that these procedures as set forth in the final Polygraph Examination
Regulation successfully address your concerns and those received during the public
comment period on the use of polygraph examinations as part of an integrated coun-
terintelligence program.

CYBER SECURITY

Question. General Habiger, you have requested $30.3 million for cyber security at
the Department. The budget indicates a great majority of that money will be spent
at headquarters for hiring new FTEs, and to provide policy, planning, training, and
technical development. Why did the Department not request money for actual cyber
security upgrades at the laboratories?

Answer. A majority of the $30.3 million requested is directed towards improving
security Department-wide and is broken out as follows: $15 million is for hardware
and software tools to improve unclassified system security; $3.35 million is re-
quested for conducting cyber security training; $12 million will be spent to signifi-
cantly increase our cyber security incident response capability ($5M), implement a
Public Key Infrastructure Department-wide ($2M), and complete additional ongoing
cyber security activities.

QUESTIONS SUBMITTED BY SENATOR LARRY CRAIG
LABORATORY DIRECTED RESEARCH AND DEVELOPMENT

Question. Last year, Congress eliminated the use of environmental management
funds for the purpose of laboratory directed research and development—so called
“LDRD” programs. I do not agree with this restriction because LDRD contributes
to the development of innovative new technologies. DOE has requested an increase
in LDRD for non-Environmental Management programs from the current 4 percent
to 6 percent. Would you comment on the value of LDRD research?

Would you comment on the value of LDRD research?

Answer. (General Gioconda) We believe that LDRD research does return substan-
tial value to the taxpayer. First and foremost, it plays a critical role in ensuring
the scientific and technical vitality of the laboratories, which support the current
and future needs of the national security missions. The Stockpile Stewardship Pro-
gram (SSP), in the absence of nuclear testing, is a major challenge, requiring the
laboratories to remain at the cutting edge in relevant scientific fields. LDRD has
helped the scientific foundation for SSP (e.g., massively parallel computing for
ASCI, use of lasers for material processing, high explosives research, and proton ra-
diography) and has enabled the laboratories to attract the high caliber staff needed
to meet these challenges.

Answer. (Dr. Gottemoeller) Our Nonproliferation and Verification R&D program
conducts applied research, development, testing, and evaluation of science and tech-
nology for strengthening the U.S. response to national security threats posed by the
proliferation of nuclear, chemical, and biological weapons and diversion of special
nuclear material. Through the LDRD process, the laboratories pursue basic or high
risk research that is the wellspring of many of the concepts that are subsequently
supported by our program, but which at the outset are not mature enough to be
funded in a directed research and engineering program. Limiting LDRD to four per-
cent reduces the pool from which successful research concepts may arise to feed our
future applied research needs.

Question. Do you feel that LDRD research returns value to the taxpayer?

Answer. (General Gioconda) LDRD investments at the three DP laboratories have
a proven track record of high returns to the taxpayer:

—Over 25 percent of new knowledge, as measured by peer-reviewed publications;

—Over 30 percent of useful new technologies, as measured by patents granted;

—Over 40 percent of new science and technology workers, as measured by the

participation of students and recent doctoral recipients on LDRD projects; and

—Over 60 percent of R&D 100 Awards, many in partnership with industry.

Answer. (Dr. Gottemoeller) I believe the taxpayer gets a very good return on the
LDRD investment. In addition to being the basic research source of many of our in-
novative, operationally oriented development projects, the LDRD program is a mag-
net for new, young scientists to pursue innovative concepts that push the bound-
aries of science and technology. The six percent level of LDRD support in past years
was believed to be an appropriate balance between the funding for basic research
concepts and our program of directed research on national security and non-
proliferation issues. We believe that six percent should be reinstated.
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BN—350 SHUT-DOWN

Question. I understand that DOE’s program to secure the spent fuel from the BN—
350 breeder reactor in Kazakhstan has been successful so far. Argonne National
Laboratory has been assisting in the safe shutdown of the reactor by transferring
experience gained in the shutdown of the EBR-II reactor in Idaho and in designing
a system to remove radioactive cesium from the reactor coolant. I understand that
Kazakhstan has decided to shut down this reactor permanently.

What is the current U.S. role at the BN-350 with respect to permanent shutdown
of the reactor?

Answer. In April 1999, Kazakhstan announced its intention to permanently shut
down the BN-350 breeder reactor located in Aktau, Kazakhstan on the eastern
shore of the Caspian Sea. Since that time, the Office of International Nuclear Safety
and Cooperation (NN-30) has been assisting Kazakhstan with immediate safety and
decommissioning issues. In December 1999, Secretary Richardson and the
Kazakhstan Minister of Energy, Industry and Trade signed an Implementing Ar-
rangement that formalizes the U.S. intent to assist in the decommissioning of the
reactor. This assistance will include joint development of a shutdown plan that will
be peer-reviewed under the auspices of the JAEA. Upon completion, the plan will
be used by Kazakhstan to solicit technical and financial assistance other nations
and international organizations.

The technical focus of the U.S. assistance will be to ensure that the shutdown of
the reactor is irreversible. This will be accomplished by decontaminating, draining,
and deactivating the reactor’s highly radioactive sodium coolant. These actions will
be performed using technologies and procedures developed by Argonne National
Laboratory at EBR-II.

NUCLEAR SAFETY CENTERS

Question. Argonne West personnel are involved with two joint centers—the Rus-
sian International Nuclear Safety Center and the Kazakhstan Nuclear Technology
Safety Center—that were established with the goal of enhancing the nuclear safety
infrastructure in each country. The work of the safety centers addresses nuclear
safety through activities such as providing training on the use of nuclear safety
computer codes, developing safety procedures, and transferring knowledge gained
from nuclear operations around the world.

Would you comment on the role the centers have played in enhancing nuclear
safety in these countries?

Answer. The International Nuclear Safety Centers in Russia, Kazakhstan and the
United States have made significant contributions to nuclear safety. The centers
currently carry out collaborative activities that support plant-specific safety assess-
ment projects and promote the development of a sustainable nuclear safety infra-
structure in Russia and Kazakhstan.

The Russian International Nuclear Safety Center (RINSC) is chartered as a sepa-
rate organization within the Russian Ministry of Atomic Energy (Minatom). How-
ever, essentially all Russian institutes, such as the Kurchatov Institute, the Russian
Academy of Sciences’ Nuclear Safety Center (IBRAE), and GAN technical center, are
official members of the Nuclear Safety Center. Minatom provides RINSC with sup-
porting funds as well as the office space. An important element in maintaining the
competence of the Russian center is its direct connection with the corresponding
centers abroad, in particular the Argonne center.

In fiscal year 2000, planned activities at the Center include:

—Safety analysis computer code management and configuration control. The Rus-
sian Federation International Nuclear Safety Center (RINSC) has been des-
ignated as the official repository of U.S. safety analysis code technology. The
U.S. provides computer codes to RINSC that are used for nuclear safety work
concerning individual nuclear power plants. From RINSC, U.S. safety analysis
codes are distributed, with the appropriate configuration controls, to Russian
users in other institutes and organizations. The Center maintains and controls
the Russian version of the codes, as well as the manuals on code use.

—Management of nuclear safety analysis computer code validation. Russia, with
U.S. help, is preparing safety analyses of several nuclear power plants. The ap-
plication of U.S. safety analysis codes to Soviet-designed reactors requires an
extensive validation process, requiring applicable experimental data. RINSC is
managing this project because of its established relationship with all Russian
institutes involved in this process. Through the technical institutes belonging to
RINSC, it is able to access needed experimental data and establish the bases
for validated codes. Development and maintenance of the Russian safety anal-
ysis data bank. RINSC maintains a nuclear data base for use in safety analysis.
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Nuclear power plants and their supporting organizations need analytical infor-
mation from the data bank in order to carry out in-depth safety assessments.
Of particular importance are basic data on material properties.

—Development of technical basis for accident management. While design basis
safety and risk assessments are plant specific, the general technical basis for
management of severe accidents is applicable for all reactors of a given type.
RINSC, in coordination with several Russian institutes, is developing this tech-
nical basis for the Russian nuclear power plants.

—Archiving and distribution of safety and risk analysis results. The quantitative
results of the safety assessment projects are maintained in a database and dis-
tributed by RINSC on an as-needed basis to nuclear power plants. This ensures
the widest possible distribution and application, with the necessary quality con-
trol, of the DOE-supported safety assessments.

The operation of RINSC has been quite successful despite its limited budget.
RINSC was tasked by Minatom to develop the first ever Russian Nuclear Safety Re-
search Plan. This plan received a favorable international review by nuclear safety
experts under the auspices of the OECD/Nuclear Energy Agency. RINSC continues
to contribute to the international database on nuclear reactor materials, including
some valuable high-temperature data previously unavailable in the West. Some of
these data (e.g, high temperature properties of Zirconium) have already found use
in improving the accuracy of U.S. severe accident analysis computer codes.

The Kazakhstan Nuclear Technology Safety Center was created by a joint U.S.-
Kazakhstan agreement, signed by the U.S. Secretary of Energy and the Kazakhstan
Minister of Science in 1997. The purpose of the Center is to provide expertise and
infrastructure for nuclear safety analysis. The focus of the activity is the BN-350
fast breeder reactor in Aktau, Kazakhstan. To date, the Center has conducted safety
analysis review (SAR) workshops on spent fuel packaging and failed fuel packaging.
Similar workshops are planned for decommissioning activities such as: spent fuel
transportation, cesium decontamination, sodium coolant draining and deactivation,
and liquid and solid waste management. The Center also has hosted shutdown plan-
ning conferences that included DOE and NRC personnel as well as Kazaki per-
sonnel from several ministries and from BN-350 plant management. In addition,
the Center’s Deputy Director has observed aspects of the EBR-II shutdown project
in Idaho so that these can be applied to the BN-350 project. The Center also ad-
dresses nuclear safety issues for the six nuclear research reactors and related facili-
ties within Kazakhstan that were designed and supported previously by institutes
located in Russia.

LONG-TERM NONPROLIFERATION PROGRAM FOR RUSSIA

Question. The Administration has proposed a new program on long-term non-
proliferation in the Russian Federation, in exchange for certain concessions by the
Russians related to reprocessing and assistance to Iran’s program.

What is the status of your negotiations with the Russian Federation, and how
confident are you that the desired concessions will be granted?

Answer. Negotiations are ongoing, and we are making good progress on devel-
oping a Joint Statement outlining the intention of the two sides to move forward
with this program, including a moratorium on further accumulation of separated
civil plutonium resulting from the reprocessing of civil power reactor fuel in Russia.
Regarding Russia’s nuclear cooperation with Iran, we are currently in intense and
high-level discussions with Russia to try to resolve these concerns. The Russians un-
derstand that the implementation of the R&D program within the new Long-Term
Nonproliferation Initiative is conditioned on the resolution of these issues. In addi-
tion, we, and other parts of the Administration, are having detailed technical discus-
sions with MinAtom on the implementation of Russian export control laws, with a
view towards improving Russia’s compliance with its undertakings regarding nu-
clear transfers to Iran.

INTERNATIONAL CENTERS FOR ENVIRONMENTAL SAFETY

Question. DOE signed a bilateral agreement with Russia to collaborate on envi-
ronmental clean-up technologies through establishment of the International Center
for Environmental Safety. This Center has existed on paper for nearly two years,
but DOE’s financial support has been only about $500,000 a year.

Is there a chance this Center could get a pledge of increased financial support
from DOE in fiscal year 2001?

Answer. The International Center for Environmental Safety (ICES) was estab-
lished jointly, in June 1999, by the Russian Federation Ministry of Atomic Energy
(MinAtom) and DOE. MinAtom funded an office in Moscow for the Center, hired
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core personnel, and assigned it the responsibility of coordinating environmental
safety projects at MinAtom industrial sites. In fiscal year 1999, DOE provided
$100,000 to INEEL to help establish the Center. DOE had planned to provide addi-
tional support in fiscal year 2000, but was unable to do so due to a 50 percent re-
duction in the International Nuclear Safety Program budget and restrictive lan-
guage in the Appropriation Committee Conference Report.

DOE still believes that, as a coordinating activity, the Center would improve the
efficiency of environmental efforts at MinAtom industrial sites and that the U.S.
could benefit from collaboration on legacy environmental problems. For example,
Russia has conducted criticality safety benchmark experiment projects that could
improve operational safety with spent nuclear fuels at DOE facilities. Similarly,
Russian experience in modeling the subsurface flow of contaminants could improve
assessment and resolution of problems at DOE sites. However, unless funds are ap-
propriated and restrictive language removed, no further funding of ICES is planned.

FISSILE MATERIALS DISPOSITION

Question. The DOE Fissile Materials Disposition program has been working with
Russia to help develop MOX fuel for the BN-600—a breeder reactor in Russia. At
last year’s hearing, I raised this issue with DOE’s program director Laura Holgate,
and she stated that “we have an active R&D program underway in Russia to work
on converting the BN-600 reactor to use MOX fuel, and a key element of that will
be removing the breeder blankets that actually create the plutonium, and I am con-
vinced that there is a cooperative role for Argonne West’s experience as we move
forward with the Russians on that project.”

However, since that response, very little progress has been made in MOX fuel de-
velopment, and essentially no progress has been made on converting the BN-600
breeder blanket to a stainless steel reflector. Also, no progress has been made in
identifying a storage location for the spent fuel and blanket assemblies that would
have to be removed from the reactor during conversion to MOX.

Can you please comment on the status of the R&D program and the blanket re-
moval?

Answer. A significant volume of work continues with regard to the development
of mixed oxide (MOX) fuel for the BN-600 fast reactor. The Russian Research Insti-
tute of Research Reactors (RIAR) fabricated three vibro-compacted (VIPAC) powder
MOX lead test assemblies for the BN-600 using plutonium metal from Russian
weapons components. The experimental subassemblies will begin to be irradiated in
the BN-600 restart following a May maintenance and refueling shutdown. The Ar-
gonne National Laboratory is participating in meetings to discuss accelerating the
path forward for the VIPAC MOX option. As an alternative, the U.S. is also study-
ing the possibility of fabricating BN—600 MOX fuel in pellet form at the Mayak fa-
cility.

Work continues with Russia with regard to the removal of the irradiated breeding
blanket in the BN-600 reactor. Russia has completed the technical designs for a
stainless steel reflector subassembly and a boron shield subassembly—two compo-
nents required for blanket replacement. However, proceeding with the blanket re-
placement will require Russia to make a decision for the location of a dry storage
facility for both spent MOX fuel and irradiated breeding blanket subassemblies. Dry
spent fuel storage technology used at the Radioactive Waste Storage Facility at the
Argonne-West site is one of the possible technologies under consideration.

NAVAL REACTORS

Question. Is the President’s budget request for Naval Reactors sufficient to meet
the Navy’s commitments to the State of Idaho under the clean-up settlement agree-
ment?

Answer. Yes, the President’s budget request for Naval Reactors is sufficient to
meet the Navy’s commitments in the 1995 Idaho agreement. The Navy has met all
its commitments under the agreements to date, and expects to continue to satisfy
the terms of the agreement in fiscal year 2001 and beyond.

SUBCOMMITTEE RECESS

Senator DOMENICI. We stand in recess.
[Whereupon, at 11:40 a.m., Tuesday, March 28, the subcom-
mittee was recessed, to reconvene subject to the call of the Chair.]
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The subcommittee met at 9:15 a.m., in room SD-124, Dirksen
S%nate Office Building, Hon. Pete V. Domenici (chairman) pre-
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Present: Senators Domenici, Gorton, McConnell, Craig, Reid,
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STATEMENT OF BILL MAGWOOD, DIRECTOR
STATEMENT OF SENATOR SLADE GORTON

Senator GORTON [presiding]. Well, the Chairman is delayed, and
I must preside at another hearing at 9:30. But rather than keep
the witnesses waiting or Senator Dorgan waiting, perhaps it would
be well to start.

The Chairman has a detailed opening statement. He may want
to give it later, but we will place it in the record.

The jurisdictions of the various witnesses are of considerable in-
terest to me as well, and I suspect to the Vice President and to
Senator Dorgan as well.

Do you have any opening statement that you would like to make?

STATEMENT OF SENATOR BYRON L. DORGAN

Senator DORGAN. Well, Mr. Chairman, thank you. Apparently
this is a morning where all committees are holding all of their sub-
committee hearings. And I think I have four that are starting at
either 9:00 or 9:30 today. So we are all under the same cir-
cumstance.

(187)
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This is an important programmatic area. And in an interesting
way, it is a timely area to be discussing because of the actions of
the OPEC countries and the spike up in gas prices. When we talk
now about renewal energy technologies and extending America’s
energy supply through new technologies, I think it is exactly what
we ought to be talking about. I have had an opportunity to work
with Mr. Reicher and others on a range of issues.

Because you bicycled through North Dakota at one point, Senator
Gorton, you probably know this. But North Dakota is the Saudi
Arabia of wind energy.

Senator GORTON. Fortunately the winds were in the right direc-
tion.

Senator DORGAN. As I understand it, you were biking from west
to east——

Senator GORTON. Yes.

Senator DORGAN [continuing]. Which would be logical if you
wanted a tail wind in our State.

NORTH DAKOTA WIND ENERGY POTENTIAL

But if you look at wind energy potential in our country, North
Dakota really is the Saudi Arabia of wind energy potential, but it
exists in a fair number of areas, including the State of Washington.
Wind energy and biomass and a whole range of opportunities exist.
We have programs and initiatives in the Federal Government that
I think are exciting. And I know they are niche areas, but I think
they are exciting.

And if we make the right investments and take this opportunity
during this period of a discussion about being captive or dependent
on energy supplies from foreign sources, we can make the right in-
vestments and extend our energy supplies by developing what some
people call green power and others call renewable energy sources.
Abundant energy gathered from self-renewing resources makes a
great deal of sense in our country.

And so I came by today just to say that as we begin looking at
the resources we devote to this, I am especially interested in wind
energy. And I especially want to keep, if we can, the administra-
tion’s recommendation on wind energy investment. But I want to
work with other members of the subcommittee, including the chair-
man, on a range of these projects.

So thank you very much.

Senator GORTON. Senator Craig? We just got started.

Senator CRAIG. I am delighted to be here and I will ask questions
of our first panel.

Senator GORTON. Fine.

Senator CRAIG. Thank you.

Senator GORTON. And if the witnesses have a preferred order—
I have Dr. Decker first. If you all wish to change the order, it is
okay with us.

And of course, as always, your formal written statements will be
included in the record of the hall. So we would appreciate you sum-
marizing.

Dr. DECKER. Mr. Chairman and members of the subcommittee,
thank you for the opportunity to




189

Senator GORTON. Here is the Chairman. Just getting them start-
ed.

STATEMENT OF SENATOR PETE V. DOMENICI

Senator DOMENICI [presiding]. Hello, everybody. I am very sorry.
I guess everybody knows I am sorry, though.

Good morning. Today the subcommittee is going to continue its
review of the Department of Energy’s budget request for fiscal year
2001 in two separate panels.

The first panel we will hear, Mr. Dan Reicher, Assistant Sec-
retary for the Office of Energy Efficiency and Renewable Energy;
Mr. Bill Magwood, Director of the Office of Nuclear Energy, Science
and Technology; followed by Dr. James Decker, Acting Director of
the Office of Science.

In the second panel, we are going to hear from Dr. Carolyn
Huntoon, Assistant Secretary for the Office of Environmental Man-
agement, and Dr. Ivan Itkin, who is the Director for the Office of
Civilian Radioactive Waste Management.

First of all, I thank you all very much for the flexibility that you
have shown us in accommodating to the committee’s schedule. As
many of you know, the subcommittee had to cancel last week’s
hearing because the ranking member and I were on the Senate
floor with a budget resolution. And it was impossible to be both
places. I look forward to getting back into the appropriations mat-
ters today.

SOLAR AND RENEWABLE BUDGET REQUEST

The solar and renewable budget request for next year is $409.5
million, a 32-percent increase over the current year. Meanwhile,
just my own observation, the nuclear energy budget request for
next year is $306 million, an increase of 7.4 percent over the cur-
rent year.

I remain very concerned about the relative investments the De-
partment is proposing in these two areas. According to a 1997
study, the U.S. Federal R&D investment per thousand kilowatts
was approximately 5 cents per kilowatt for nuclear and 4,800 per
kilowatt for wind, 17,000 per kilowatt for photovoltaic.

Despite the considerable investment this country has made in
non-hydro renewables over the last several decades, the technology
remains rather uncompetitive on the large scale and today contrib-
utes less than one percent of the U.S. electrical power. I think we
have to be realistic.

And while we commend the director, Mr. Reicher, who has taken
over this part of the budget and, I must say comparably speaking,
is running a much, much better department than ever before, the
facts still kind of shine rather brightly on this issue.

OFFICE OF SCIENCE BUDGET REQUEST

The budget request for the Office of Science for next year is $3.51
billion, a 12-percent increase. Hopefully we are going to be able to
accommodate that, and maybe a little more, in our appropriation
process.
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ENVIRONMENTAL MANAGEMENT BUDGET REQUEST

The environmental management request is $6.738 billion, a 6.9-
percent increase. While this program is producing visible progress
at a number of sites, many challenges remain in developing clean-
up technologies and managing costs for these clean-ups. Next year
is a very critical year for the Office of Civilian Radioactive Waste
Management as it prepares to make and issue a final AIS and a
formal site recommendation to the Secretary on the Yucca Moun-
tain site.

I ask that you be as brief as you can, but we clearly want to hear
from you. Your prepared remarks will be made part of the record
as if read.

Any Senator have any comments?

Senator GORTON. Well, everyone else has done their opening
statement. I had just recognized Dr. Decker when you came in.

Senator DOMENICI. Thank you very much. Let us proceed on that
basis.

Dr. Decker.

STATEMENT OF DR. JAMES DECKER

Dr. DECKER. Mr. Chairman and members of the subcommittee,
thank you for the opportunity to testify before you today on the fis-
cal year 2001 budget request for the Office of Science. Before I
begin, let me thank you, Mr. Chairman and members of the com-
mittee, for the committee’s strong support for our research pro-
grams in past years.

The Office of Science supports basic research that underpins the
science, energy, environment and national defense missions of the
department. It is the major supporter of fundamental research in
the physical sciences and plays an important and unique role in life
sciences, environmental sciences, mathematics, computer sciences
and engineering sciences.

The Office of Science also plays an essential role in the Nation’s
scientific infrastructure by constructing and operating major sci-
entific facilities, such as accelerators, light sources and neutron
sources. Each year these facilities serve more than 15,000 scientific
users from all research sectors, academia, industry and federal lab-
oratories.

ACCOMPLISHMENTS

The past year has been a very productive one for the Office of
Science. We have completed a number of new research facilities
and completed upgrades to existing facilities on time and within
budget. It has also been a year of exciting science. I will mention
two examples that illustrate the scientific breath of our research.

The Lawrence Berkeley National Laboratory Group has found
evidence that the expansion of the universe is speeding up, sug-
gesting the presence of a new force. In genomic research, we have
completed sequencing the three million base pair of Deinococcus
radiodurans, nicknamed Conan the Bacterium.

Since it can survive 600 times more radiation than the human
being, this should provide insights into mechanisms for DNA repair
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and may show us how to engineer Conan into a workhorse for help-
ing to clean up some of DOE’s most difficult mixed waste problems.

NANOTECHNOLOGY

In the fiscal year 2001 budget request, there are several areas
of exciting and challenging scientific opportunities for the future
that I would like to highlight. First, nanoscale science, engineering
and technology. This area of basic science will allow for the cre-
ation of new materials tailored for specific uses, one atom at a
time. The resulting materials will have new or greatly improved
properties. The impact of Nano technologies could equal that of the
transistor.

ADVANCED SCIENTIFIC COMPUTING RESEARCH

Second, advanced scientific computing research. Every scientific
program supported by the Office of Science is faced with enor-
mously complex problems. They can only be addressed through
computational models. Such models are already essential tools for
our research, but our current computers are not powerful enough
to address many of our most important problems.

Computers that can are rapidly becoming available. Industry can
now supply super-computers ten times faster than those that are
now available to our civilian scientists. And far more powerful com-
puters will be available very soon.

But these are very complex machines. Producing the unique soft-
ware and mathematical models that will make them useful, for our
scientific programs requires a focused program of research and de-
velopment. For a relatively modest investment, we can begin to
provide all of our science programs with a powerful tool for basic
research.

MICROBIAL CELL

Third, understanding the microbial cell. Microbes are amazing
little chemical factories. The revolutionary tools developed in the
life sciences over the last few years, such as genetic sequencing
technologies, give us the opportunity to determine how they work
and to modify them to work for us in areas such as bioremediation,
carbon sequestration and sustainable energy production.

BIOENGINEERING

Fourth, bioengineering. In bioengineering we will take advantage
of our unique resources to support innovative program research in
nano medicine, bio materials and molecular biology.

In addition to the enhanced activities just noted, the 2001 re-
quest will provide for a wide range of important scientific activities
in each of our programs and will support increased investment and
existing user facilities.

SPALLATION NEUTRON SOURCE

In closing, I would note the substantial progress made on the
Spallation Neutron Source. On December 15 we broke ground and
began construction of the project. R&D and design activities are
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proceeding on schedule. Last month the Office of Science conducted
its regular semiannual review of the project.

While this review examined all aspects of the project, the review
committee was specifically asked to examine whether the project’s
cost and schedule baseline are consistent with the President’s 2001
budget request. The review committee judged that this Spallation
Neutron Source project is making good progress and that it can be
completed on schedule and within budget.

The budget request for the Office of Science balances support for
our existing programs and facilities and new investments and tools,
such as the Spallation Neutron Source and advanced computational
modeling, and in promising new areas, such as nano science. It pro-
vides a strong basis for scientific progress and all the disciplines
that we support.

N And I will be pleased to answer any questions that you may
ave.

[The statement follows:]

PREPARED STATEMENT OF DR. JAMES DECKER

Mr. Chairman and Members of the Subcommittee: Thank you for the opportunity
to testify on behalf of the Office of Science (SC) of the U.S. Department of Energy
(DOE). The fiscal year 2001 budget request for the Science appropriation supports:
Advanced Scientific Computing Research, Basic Energy Sciences, Biological and En-
vironmental Research, Fusion Energy Sciences, High Energy Physics, Nuclear Phys-
ics, Energy Research Analyses, Multiprogram Energy Laboratories-Facilities Sup-
port, and Science Program Direction. The Technical Information Management pro-
gram budget request is located within the Energy Supply appropriation.

The DOE budget for fiscal year 2001 requests $3,151.1 million for SC programs
in the Science Appropriation and $9.3 million for the Technical Information Pro-
gram in the Energy Supply Appropriation. The activities supported by this budget
will build on SC’s achievements in the physical and biological sciences, leverage our
current investments for new opportunities, and permit new investments in indi-
vidual research projects at our national laboratories and research universities across
the country. The Department’s science programs and infrastructure advance basic
research and provide the technical foundations and resources for DOE’s applied mis-
sions in national security, energy, and environment.

This request will enable SC to pursue new and challenging scientific opportunities
in nanoscale science, engineering and technology to allow for the creation of new
materials one atom at a time; advanced scientific computing research to advance all
of our research programs by taking advantage of the prodigious increases in com-
puting power that will occur in the next few years; molecular level understanding
of microbes to harness nature’s remarkable chemical factories; and bioengineering
to use the science and engineering capabilities of our programs for new break-
throughs. In addition, the ongoing programs representing our core competencies will
remain strong and vigorous.

The requested funding will allow Fermilab to initiate Run II of the Tevatron
Collider using the new Main Injector, which will increase its beam intensity by up
to a factor of ten, and the correspondingly upgraded the Collider Detector at
Fermilab (CDF) and the DO detector. Run I discovered the top quark and Run II
will allow a search for the origin of mass and new symmetries in the fundamental
interactions of matter. Late in fiscal year 2000, a major new nuclear physics facility
at the Brookhaven National Laboratory called the Relativistic Heavy Ion Collider
(RHIC) begins colliding gold nuclei to create a form of matter that has not existed
since the Big Bang and the first results are expected in fiscal year 2001. Encour-
aging hints of this “quark-gluon plasma” have recently been detected at CERN. The
B Factory at Stanford Liner Accelerator Center (SLAC), designed to study the subtle
matter-antimatter asymmetry in our matter-dominated world, will have its first full
year of running at full design luminosity. Major new results on the depleted neu-
trino signal from the sun will be provided by the Sudbury Neutrino Observatory
(SNO) detector, located 2 kilometers underground in Sudbury, Ontario, Canada. The
request will also allow SLAC to begin the final design and prototyping for Gamma
Large Area Space Telescope (GLAST). This exciting new initiative between DOE
and NASA combines the sophisticated experimental techniques of our high energy
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physics programs with the expertise of NASA in space to enhance our ability to
solve the mysteries of the universe.

This request will also permit SC to increase funding for its most heavily used fa-
cilities, continue construction of the Spallation Neutron Source, and continue our
participation in the Large Hadron Collider. The coming year promises to be an ex-
citing and productive one for the programs that use our major facilities. Our syn-
chrotron radiation light sources and neutron sources will run at maximum capacity
to serve their large and growing multidisciplinary user communities; every one of
our major high-energy and nuclear physics facilities has just been upgraded and will
be available to serve these communities; the National Spherical Torus Experiment
will be operational with its neutral beam heating system; and our computing facil-
ity, National Energy Research Scientific Computing (NERSC), will undergo a major
upgrade to enable multi-teraflops operation. The restructured Fusion Energy
Science program will: pursue the physics of advanced tokamaks; launch a new com-
petition for innovative confinement concepts; continue our heavy ion beam accel-
erator research; and enhance our support for plasma science in such areas as plas-
ma processing and plasma chemistry.

Continued leadership in science and technology is a cornerstone of our nation’s
economic prosperity and growth. Information technology alone accounts for one third
of U.S. economic growth and is creating jobs that pay almost 80 percent more than
the average private-sector wage. Many of the technologies that are fueling today’s
economy, such as the Internet, build upon government investments, such as the SC
ESnet, in the 1960’s and 1970’s. The Department of Energy, and its predecessor
agencies, have been the proud sponsor of science-driven growth through the com-
bined efforts of the national laboratories, 70 Nobel Laureates, and thousands of out-
standing university and industry based researchers nationwide. As we begin the
new millennium, SC reaffirms its commitment to these quality investments in sci-
entific programs and tools to enable tomorrow’s advances.

OUR ACCOMPLISHMENTS AND RECENT SUCCESSES

SC is the nation’s major supporter of fundamental research in the physical
sciences. It is also among the nation’s largest supporters of fundamental research
in mathematics and computing, engineering, and environmental sciences. The SC
programs fund research at 250 colleges and universities located in 49 states. The
inclusion of research activities at this large number of academic institutions is a
vital part of the SC programs. These academic scientists and their students are
funded through individual peer-reviewed grants and as members of peer-reviewed
research teams involving investigators from both national laboratories and univer-
sities.

SC also provides the major support for 32 major scientific user facilities, which
together host more than 15,000 users annually from all research sectors. University-
based scientists are among the principal users of these facilities. New research capa-
bilities came on line at the Combustion Research Facility, the Continuous Electron
Beam Accelerator Facility (CEBAF) at Thomas Jefferson National Accelerator Facil-
ity (TJNAF), and the B-factory at SLAC during fiscal year 1999 and fiscal year
2000. Projects and other major facilities completed on time and within budget in-
clude: the Relativistic Heavy Ion Collider (RHIC), the U.S./Canadian Sudbury Neu-
trino Observatory (SNO) detector, the National Spherical Torus Experiment (NSTX),
the Fermilab Main Injector, and the Joint Genome Institute’s (JGI) Production Se-
quencing Facility. Ground was broken on December 15, 1999, for the Spallation
Neutron Source (SNS), SC’s newest construction start.

Each year, hundreds of principal investigators funded by SC win dozens of major
prizes and awards sponsored by the President, the Department, the National Acad-
emy of Sciences, the National Academy of Engineering, and major professional sci-
entific societies. The awards have included: the Nobel Prize for Chemistry and Phys-
ics, the National Medal of Science, Presidential Young Investigator Award, Enrico
Fermi and E.O. Lawrence awards, National Science Foundation Career Award, R&D
100 awards, Discover Magazine Awards, the Federal Laboratory Consortium Award,
the Gordon Bell Prize and the Fernbach Award, IBM’s Supercomputer Award, and
many others.

This research portfolio supports the goals of the Department and the Administra-
tion while advancing science and contributing to U.S. economic growth. Presented
below are recent program accomplishments. The selected program highlights are
representative of the broad range of research supported in SC. These highlights
demonstrate the discovery of new knowledge to challenge our imagination, the ra-
pidity with which new knowledge often can be incorporated into other scientific dis-
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ciplines and into the commercial sector, and the great potential of new knowledge
for future impacts in energy production and use.

Advanced Scientific Computing Research Accomplishments

Today’s high performance scientific computations rely on high performance, effi-
cient libraries of numerical linear algebra software. These libraries, which are the
core of numerical efforts in the solution of differential and integral equations
LINPACK, EISPAC, LAPACK, SCALAPACK are the direct result of decades of DOE
funding of basic research in this area. These libraries are used by thousands of re-
searchers worldwide and are a critical part of the world’s scientific computing infra-
structure.

The Transmission Control Protocol (TCP) part of TCP/IP (Internet Protocol) is re-
sponsible for ensuring that packets of information traveling over the internet arrive
at their destination. In 1987, as DOE and the other federal agencies were inter-
connecting their networks to form the core of the Internet, critical parts of the infra-
structure began to fail. There was concern that this represented a fundamental flaw
in the TCP/IP architecture; however, a researcher at LBNL applied ideas from fluid
flow research to understand the problem and develop a solution. This new TCP algo-
rithm was incorporated in virtually every commercial version of Internet software
within six months and enabled the Internet to scale from a small research network
to today’s worldwide infrastructure.

To meet the nation’s energy needs, the United States oil and gas industry must
continue to advance the technology used to extract oil and gas from both new and
old fields. Computer scientists at Argonne National Laboratory, in collaboration
with petroleum engineers at the University of Texas at Austin, have recently devel-
oped a software package capable of simulating the flow of oil and gas in reservoirs.
These codes, which are based on software tools designed at Argonne, are able to run
on a variety of computer platforms. The software codes will enable the oil and gas
industry to lower exploration and drilling costs and enhance the yield of oil from
new and old fields alike.

The Advanced Scientific Computing Research program is pioneering national
collaboratories which link researchers at their home institutions with the instru-
mlents at the SC user facilities to change the way science is being done at these fa-
cilities.

The small Laboratory Technology Research subprogram ($15.7 million) supported
research projects that received five R&D 100 Awards in fiscal year 1999.

Basic Energy Sciences Accomplishments

As part of a nationwide program in high-resolution electron-microscopy applied to
fundamental materials sciences research, a new imaging technique was developed
that achieved the highest resolution image of a crystal structure ever recorded, re-
solving adjacent columns of silicon atoms separated by a scant 0.78 angstroms (3
billionths of an inch). The precise atomic-scale structure of a material controls the
performance of materials for semiconductor devices, superconductors, and a host of
other applications. Combined with improved electron imaging optics currently under
development, this result promises to revolutionize the atomic-scale understanding of
materials.

As part of its stewardship responsibility for neutron science, the Basic Energy
Sciences (BES) program made substantial investments in human and facility re-
sources for neutron science. In addition to the construction of the Spallation Neu-
tron Source, all BES neutron science facilities are being upgraded and/or provided
additional funds to increase hours of operation to enable a major increase in the na-
tional neutron science effort. Finally, a neutron science summer school is being sup-
ported to give students hands-on experience with the techniques of neutron scat-
tering.

As part of a major program to theoretically predict and then synthesize new mate-
rials with unusual chemical and physical properties, a new fullerene species, Css,
has been synthesized and produced in bulk quantities for the first time. Fullerenes
or “buckyballs” are hollow clusters of carbon atoms. They have been studied exten-
sively since the Nobel prize-winning discovery of Ceo in 1985 (supported by BES).
Cgs is the smallest fullerene discovered to date and is characterized by unusual and
potentially very useful properties. For example, in contrast to Cgo molecules, which
interact only very weakly with one another, C3s molecules stick together—hence the
nickname “stickyballs.”

A powerful new instrument completed at the Combustion Research Facility prom-
ises to provide new information about how molecules dissociate when given enough
internal energy. Understanding such processes is critically important for combus-
tion, because, at the high temperatures of combustion, dissociation occurs in a vari-
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ety of ways that are difficult to observe, model, and predict. With this new instru-
ment, measurements are made one molecule at a time, making this a tool of
unrivaled power for the validation of predictive models and theories of chemical re-
actions.

It has long been recognized that tools and concepts developed in the physical
sciences can revolutionize the life sciences. One need only consider the impact of x-
ray synchrotron radiation and MAD (multiple wavelength anomalous diffraction)
phasing on macromolecular crystallography; both were developed within the SC pro-
gram. In fiscal year 1999, many of the program highlights illustrate the rapidity
with which advances in the physical sciences are impacting the life sciences. Two
such examples are new techniques of nuclear magnetic resonance (NMR) that are
being used to study the molecular structures of solid protein deposits implicated in
brain diseases such as Alzheimer’s Disease and BSE (Mad Cow Disease), and a
nano-laser device that has been shown to have the potential to quickly identify a
cell population that has begun the rapid protein synthesis and mitosis characteristic
of cancerous cell proliferation.

Biological and Environmental Research Accomplishments

Each year, Science Magazine honors a “Breakthrough of the Year” and nine addi-
tional major discoveries in fields that span the scientific disciplines, from the edgy
dance of subatomic particles to the biological wizardry that imprints memories.
Genomics was again included for 1999. Genomics is one of today’s most exciting and
high profile fields in biology and DOE supports the full range of genomic research
from microbes to the Human Genome. For example, SC researchers have completed
sequencing the entire 3 million base pair genome of “Conan the Bacterium”-
Deinococcus radiodurans. This DNA sequence information should provide additional
insights into the astonishing mechanisms for DNA repair in Deinococcus
radiodurans in addition to improving opportunities for engineering Deinococcus
radiodurans into a potential workhorse for helping cleanup some of DOE’s most
troublesome waste problems.

Deinococcus radiodurans cannot normally degrade solvents that are part of the
mixed wastes at many DOE sites. A team of SC-funded scientists at the Uniformed
Services University for the Health Sciences (USUHS) in Bethesda, Maryland has
transferred genes that code for enzymes that degrade toluene and related solvents
from Pseudomonas putida into Deinococcus radiodurans. The new Deinococcus
radiodurans can degrade toluene and toluene-related solvents. The engineered
Deinococcus could also survive levels of toluene and trichloroethylene that would
normally dissolve most other bacteria, suggesting that these engineered microbes
milght survive in radioactive and solvent containing mixed wastes and degrade the
solvents.

The DOE Joint Genome Institute’s Production Sequencing Facility in Walnut
Creek, California will complete a working draft of human chromosomes 5, 16, and
19 by March 2000. This is part of SC’s contribution to the international effort to
sequence the entire human genome by 2003. This working draft represents roughly
90 percent of the entire sequence of these three chromosomes completed to 99 per-
cent accuracy. This draft sequence, together with drafts produced by other sequenc-
ing centers around the world, will open the floodgates of biological information to
scientists and reduce the time and effort needed to complete the entire high quality
sequence. SC’s effort to complete the finished sequence for chromosomes 5, 16, and
19 is scheduled for completion by October 2001.

A massively parallel version of the Community Climate Model (CCM3) was devel-
oped by a multi-institutional partnership that includes several DOE laboratories,
the National Center for Atmospheric Research (NCAR), and university research
groups. CCM3 runs on a massively parallel computer and performs coupled climate
model simulations. Highly optimized atmosphere, ocean, and sea ice general circula-
tion model codes that run effectively on massively-parallel scientific supercomputers
have been completed and tested for use in climate change studies. The Parallel Cli-
mate Model (PCM), which more accurately represents the physical ocean, sea ice
and atmosphere motion, has been tested on three different parallel supercomputers.
This is a significant step in developing the next generation of climate models.

Brain imaging studies using positron emission tomography (PET) show that meth-
amphetamine is toxic to the brain and this is associated with long-term memory loss
and motor impairment. Studies are in progress to determine if recovery occurs on
drug withdrawal.

Fusion Energy Sciences Accomplishments

The tearing and reconnection of magnetic field lines is of fundamental importance
in many areas of plasma physics, including fusion science. Newly developed labora-
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tory experiments at the California Institute of Technology, Swarthmore, and the
Princeton Plasma Physics Laboratory have led to significant advances in the under-
standing of this phenomenon. This is of particular importance in the eruptions of
energetic bursts from the surface of the sun, which, in turn affect radio and satellite
communications.

Considerable progress has been made in areas such as the macroscopic equi-
librium and stability of magnetically confined plasmas, and turbulence and trans-
port in tokamak plasmas. Software and hardware have been developed to allow re-
mote collaborations on a wide variety of fusion experiments in the United States
and abroad.

Plasma turbulence increases energy transport and thereby limits magnetic con-
finement. There have been recent attempts to compare plasma transport phenomena
with avalanche or “sand pile” transport models. Although plasmas are fluids, Self-
Organized Criticality (SOC) models that are used to simulate a wide variety of nat-
ural phenomena such as earthquakes, avalanches, etc., describe some nonlinear as-
pects of plasma turbulence. Tokamak measurements are providing information
about the size and frequency of transport events, thus improving comparisons with
theoretical avalanche models.

High Energy Physics Accomplishments

DOE is entering into an exciting and expanding partnership with NASA in the
area of Particle Astrophysics. Research and development for the Alpha Magnetic
Spectrometer (AMS) and Gamma Large Area Space Telescope (GLAST) experiments
has been underway for some time. Preliminary consideration is being given to the
SuperNova Acceleration Probe (SNAP) experiment. These experiments, and others
that may be proposed, will provide important new information about cosmic rays
and the rate of expansion of the universe which will in turn lead to a better under-
standing of dark matter, dark energy, and the big bang. For example, the AMS flew
in a space shuttle payload bay for 10 days in June 1998 and gathered about 100
hours of data. The data provide a far more comprehensive and accurate description
of the global distribution and movement of cosmic rays than available previously.
Researchers analyzing this global data have found intriguing and unexpected infor-
mation about cosmic rays and how they interact with the earth’s magnetic field.

Charge-Parity (CP) Violation is one of the central problems of subatomic-particle
physics. It is arguably the only known subatomic effect for which no clear expla-
nation exists in the Standard Model of particles and their interactions. CP violation
is a manifestation of subtle difference between the properties of particles and of
antiparticles, it has been postulated (by Russian physicist Andrei Sakharov) to have
been responsible for the development, shortly after the Big Bang, of the slight ex-
cess of matter over antimatter from which the entire material universe has since
evolved. Thirty years of experimental effort to study CP Violation have succeeded
in determining only two parameters of the theory—parameters that explain no other
known effect. In March 1999, scientists working on Fermilab’s KteV experiment an-
nounced evidence that established the existence of direct CP Violation beyond rea-
sonable doubt. This is a significant advance in our understanding of this important
phenomena. The finding definitively rules out the existing Superweak Theory as the
sole source of CP Violation and indicates that the phenomena can be accommodated
within the Standard Model.

The observation was made, by the international CDF collaboration working at
Fermilab, of the existence and properties of the B meson containing a charmed
quark. This discovery completes the theoretically predicted family of B mesons.

Evidence of neutrino mass and quantum mixing was obtained in a U.S.-Japanese
experiment with the Super-Kamiokande experiment in Japan. Neutrino beam ex-
periments in Japan and at Fermilab are underway to verify these results.

Nuclear Physics Accomplishments

In fiscal year 1999, observations of two new chemical elements (Z (number of pro-
tons)=116 and Z=118) were reported in measurements performed at the Lawrence
Berkeley National Laboratory’s 88-Inch Cyclotron using the Berkeley Gas-filled
Spectrometer (BGS). Continued measurements are planned for fiscal year 2000 and
fiscal year 2001.

The Gammasphere, coupled with the Fragment Mass Separator at the Argonne
Tandem-Linac Accelerator System (ATLAS) facility at Argonne National Laboratory,
provided surprising results on the structure of the Nobelium isotope (254 No) show-
ing that nuclear shell structures, which are entirely responsible for the stability of
nuclei with charges greater than Z=100, persist up to very high deformation. Other
measurements performed at the ATLAS facility have established properties of nuclei
and reaction processes that allow for more stringent tests of models for supernova
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collapses and improved predictions for chemical element production in stellar burn-
ing and supernovae.

National laboratory theorists have found, quite unexpectedly, that effects due to
special relativity can explain a previously unexplained symmetry in the low lying
states of a large number of atomic nuclei.

In keeping with the Government Performance and Results Act (GPRA), the SC
fiscal year 2001 budget request includes program specific goals, strategies, and
measures that focus our research activities and ensure continuity with Depart-
mental plans and national goals. The DOE Strategic Plan and Science Strategic
Plan outline the vision, goals and strategic objectives that will, through leadership
in science and technology, help the DOE to meet its technology driven missions.

LOOKING TO THE FUTURE—FISCAL YEAR 2001

Last year, in the Science Strategic Plan, SC provided a framework for addressing
its mission through four science goals:

—Exploring Matter and Energy—understanding the building blocks of matter

from subatomic particles to living systems;

—Fueling the Future—supporting fundamental science for affordable and clean

energy;

—Protecting Our Living Planet—supporting fundamental science to understand

and mitigate the impacts of energy production and use; and

—Extraordinary Tools for Extraordinary Science—providing major facilities and

tools for the nation’s researchers in academia, federal laboratories, and indus-
try.

In fiscal year 2001, new activities that support these goals include nanoscale
science, engineering, and technology; advanced computational modeling and simula-
tion; understanding the workings of microbes at the molecular level; applications of
science and engineering expertise to problems in the life sciences; increased utiliza-
tion of scientific user facilities; support for the Spallation Neutron Source and the
Large Hadron Collider; and augmentation of the skills of our technical workforce.

Nanoscale Science Engineering and Technology.—In 1959 Richard Feynman deliv-
ered a now famous lecture, There is Plenty of Room at the Bottom—An Invitation
to Enter a New Field of Physics. He challenged his audience to envision a time when
materials could be manipulated and controlled on the smallest of scales, when new
materials could be fabricated and devices could be designed atom by atom. “In the
year 2000,” he said, “when they look back at this age, they will wonder why it was
not until the year 1960 that anybody began seriously to move in this direction.”

Unfortunately, it took longer than Feynman predicted to arrive at the threshold
of such complete control of materials. Now, in the year 2000, controlling and manip-
ulating matter at the atomic and molecular scale—which is the essence of nanoscale
science, engineering, and technology—has finally become feasible. In the 40 years
since Feynman’s lecture, instruments have been invented and perfected that enable
visualization and control at the nanoscale. Many of these instruments and tech-
niques are contained within SC’s collection of scientific user facilities. Theory, mod-
eling, and simulation have also reached the stage at which it is possible to under-
stand and predict phenomena at the nanoscale.

The principal DOE missions in science, energy, defense, and environmental qual-
ity will benefit greatly from developments in these areas. For example, nanoscale
synthesis and assembly methods will result in significant improvements in solar en-
ergy conversion; more energy-efficient lighting; stronger, lighter materials that will
improve efficiency in transportation; greatly improved chemical and biological sens-
ing; use of low-energy chemical pathways to break down toxic substances for envi-
ronmental remediation and restoration; and, better sensors and controls to increase
efficiency in manufacturing.

A key challenge in nanoscience is to understand how deliberate tailoring of mate-
rials on the nanoscale could lead to novel properties and new functionalities. Exam-
ples include: the addition of aluminum oxide nanoparticles that convert aluminum
metal into a material with wear resistance equal to that of the best bearing steel,
and, novel chemical properties of nanocrystals that show promise as photocatalysts
to speed the breakdown of toxic wastes and meso-porous structures integrated with
micromachined components that are used to produce high-sensitivity and highly se-
lective chip-based detectors of chemical warfare agents. These and other
nanostructures are already recognized as likely components of 21st century optical
coxlnmunications, printing, computing, chemical sensing, and energy conversion tech-
nologies.

SC has been a leader in the early development of nanoscale science, engineering,
and technology since the 1980s, supporting research and sponsoring workshops to
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help establish the importance of nanostructured materials. Because of the con-
fluence of advances during the past decade, SC is well prepared to make major con-
tributions to develop nanoscale scientific understanding, and ultimately nano-
technologies, through its research programs and its materials characterization, syn-
thesis, in-situ diagnostic, and computing capabilities. The DOE and its national lab-
oratories maintain a large array of major scientific user facilities that are ideally
suited to nanoscience discovery and to developing a fundamental understanding of
nanoscale processes.

New funding in the amount of $36.1 million in fiscal year 2001 is requested for
these activities as part of the proposed multiagency National Nanotechnology Initia-
tive. This effort has the following broad goals: (1) attain a fundamental scientific
understanding of nanoscale phenomena, particularly collective phenomena; (2)
achieve the ability to design and synthesize materials at the atomic level to produce
materials with desired properties and functions; (3) attain a fundamental under-
standing of the processes by which living organisms create materials and functional
complexes to serve as a guide and a benchmark by which to measure our progress
in synthetic design and synthesis; and, (4) develop experimental characterization
and theory/modeling/simulation tools necessary to drive the nanoscale revolution.

The synergy of DOE assets, in partnership with universities and industry, will
provide the best opportunity for nanoscience discoveries to be converted rapidly into
technological advances. These will meet a variety of DOE mission and national
nleeds, while enabling the U.S. to reap the benefits of an emerging technological rev-
olution.

Scientific Discovery through Advanced Computing.—Modeling and simulation was
one of the most significant developments in the practice of scientific research in the
20th century. It is essential to all of the Department’s missions, including the design
of nuclear weapons, the development of new energy technologies, and—most impor-
tantly—the discovery of new scientific knowledge. Research programs throughout
SC have high priority scientific problems that can only be addressed by advances
in computational modeling and simulation. These problems include:

—Predicting the effects of aging, cracking, fatigue, and catastrophic failure in ma-
terials; as well as designing new materials with desired properties and func-
tions, e.g., catalysts, alloys, and photovoltaic devices.

—Designing new particle accelerators that provide the beam energy, intensity,
and quality needed to continue our investigations into the fundamental nature
of matter.

—Predicting the interaction of chemical reactivity and fluid dynamics to under-
stand the mixing of reactants and the removal of products for applications as
diverse as combustion, atmospheric chemistry, and chemical processing.

—Predicting the fate of contaminants in the subsurface, including chemical reac-
tiorlls and biological transformations, as well as fluid flow through porous mate-
rial.

—Predicting and controlling plasma instabilities that lead to a critical loss of
power density in Tokamaks and other magnetic fusion devices.

—Predicting the earth’s climate at both regional and global scales from decades
to centuries, including quantification of the uncertainties associated with the
predictions.

Theoretical and experimental approaches alone do not provide sufficient informa-
tion to understand and predict the behavior of systems as complex as those listed
above. Computational modeling and simulation, which allows a complete description
of the system to be constructed from basic physical principles and the available ex-
perimental data, is key to solving these problems.

SC has a long history of accomplishment in scientific computing and has served
as the proving ground for new computer technologies-subjecting these technologies
to the demands that only its most computationally intensive simulations could pro-
vide. In 1974, the Department established the first civilian supercomputer center for
a national scientific community, the National Magnetic Fusion Energy Computing
Center, which became the National Energy Research Scientific Computing Center
(NERSC) and also became a model for centers established a decade later by NSF
and other agencies.

SC’s achievements in software for scientific computing are equally impressive. SC
led the transition from the vector supercomputers of the 1970s and 1980s to the
massively parallel supercomputers of today, providing much of the basic software
required to use the massively parallel supercomputers. Many of the scientific sim-
ulation software packages for massively parallel supercomputers were developed by
SC, a fact recognized by periodic awards from the supercomputing community.

To meet the current and future scientific challenges in its research programs, SC
will capitalize on the 1,000-fold increase in computer capabilities that are predicted
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to occur in the next five years. In fiscal year 2001, SC will make a set of coordinated
investments that build on its established strength in computational modeling and
simulation, computer science, applied mathematics, and high-performance com-
puting as well as in the organization and management of large scientific projects.
The SC-wide effort will address:

—Scientific Applications Codes including research, development, and deployment
of advanced computational modeling and simulation codes, new mathematical/
computational methods for advanced computers, and application of the codes
and methods to challenging scientific problems.

—Computing Systems Software including the development and deployment of sys-
tems software and specifically mathematical methods, algorithms, and libraries
that scale to ten thousand or more processors; software systems to enable the
development and use of scientific applications codes; distributed computing and
collaboration tools to support use of remote computing resources and enable in-
tegration of geographically-dispersed teams; scientific data management and
analysis (visualization) systems to enable the extraction of knowledge from sci-
entific simulations; and scalable, open-source operating systems to provide the
basic infrastructure needed to use massively parallel computer systems.

—Computing Infrastructure includes an upgrade of the National Energy Research
Supercomputing Center from 3%2 to 5 teraflops, an upgrade to the ESnet to
handle the larger datasets required by our scientific applications, and to inves-
tigate alternate computer architectures to determine those most effective to ad-
dress the Department’s scientific problems.

The proposed SC investments support the recommendations outlined in the report
by the President’s Information Technology Advisory Committee (PITAC) and take
advantage of the capabilities being developed in the Accelerated Strategic Com-
puting Initiative (ASCI) in the Office of Defense Programs for DOE’s Stockpile Stew-
ardship Program.

Unraveling the Mysteries of Nature’s Chemical Factories—Microbial Cell.—The fis-
cal year 2001 request includes funds for a new activity to understand microbial
processes at the molecular level. The understanding of the biochemical, metabolic,
physiological and cellular processes will permit the generation of solutions for to-
day’s and tomorrow’s challenges in energy production and use, environmental clean-
up, carbon sequestration, plant sciences, and industrial processing. Microbes have
dramatic impacts on energy production and conservation. Adverse effects include the
fouling or corrosion of pipelines and other metal components used in energy produc-
tion, significant reductions in the efficiency of heat exchangers, and the souring of
fossil energy reserves. Conversely, microbes play a valuable role in numerous indus-
trial fermentations and other bioprocesses that convert complex biomass into poten-
tiallbiofuels and chemical feedstocks. Harnessing microbes for our own uses is the
goal.

This work capitalizes on SC’s pioneering and leadership role in high throughput
genomic DNA sequencing as part of the Human Genome Program; its longstanding
support of microbial biochemistry, metabolism and physiology; its support of na-
tional user facilities for determining protein structures; and, the capabilities of its
national laboratories in computational analysis and instrumentation research. The
key scientific challenges are far greater than simply understanding how individual
genes and proteins work. We need to understand how genes and proteins are regu-
lated in a coordinated manner and how they are integrated into a functional, inter-
active cell.

Bioengineering.—The fiscal year 2001 budget request includes an increase for a
research program in bioengineering, which uses SC’s unique resources and expertise
in the biological, physical, chemical and engineering sciences to develop new re-
search opportunities for technological advances in biomedical applications. This ac-
tivity will: advance fundamental concepts; create knowledge from the molecular to
the organ systems level; and, develop innovative biologics, materials, processes, im-
plants, devices, and informatics systems. The work will complement that of other
federal programs by supporting early stage research that is not funded by other fed-
eral agencies. This program will be coordinated with all activities under the aus-
pices of the Bioengineering Consortium (BECON), which includes SC, the National
Science Foundation (NSF), and all of the individual NIH institutes.

Scientific Facilities Utilization.—Each year, over 15,000 university, industry, and
government-sponsored scientists conduct cutting edge experiments at the particle
accelerators, high-flux neutron sources, synchrotron radiation light sources, and
other specialized facilities operated by SC. The user community continues to be
pleased with the service provided to them by the SC scientific facilities, as evidenced
by their many letters of support, by the positive results of surveys conducted at the
facilities, and by the investigations of review committees.
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In fiscal year 2001, operating budgets are increasing at our user facilities, such
as the synchrotron radiation light sources, the neutron scattering facilities, and the
Environmental Molecular Sciences Laboratory, to provide increased operating time
and support for users and to fabricate instruments and beamlines to serve the large
and growing user community at these facilities.

Spallation Neutron Source (SNS).—The purpose of the SNS Project is to provide
a next-generation short-pulse spallation neutron source for neutron scattering. The
SNS will be used by researchers from academia, national labs, and industry for
basic and applied research, and for technology development in the fields of con-
densed matter physics, materials sciences, magnetic materials, polymers and com-
plex fluids, chemistry, biology, and engineering. It is anticipated that SNS will be
used by 1,000-2,000 scientists and engineers annually, and that it will meet the na-
tion’s need for neutron science capabilities well into the 21st century. When com-
pleted in 2006, the SNS will be more than ten times as powerful as the best spall-
ieltion neutron source now in existence—ISIS at the Rutherford Laboratory in Eng-
and.

Neutrons enable scientists studying the physical, chemical, and biological prop-
erties of materials to determine how atoms and molecules are arranged and how
they move. This is the microscopic basis for the features that make materials of
technological significance for many economically important areas. Major research fa-
cilities, such as the SC synchrotron and neutron sources, are used to understand
and “engineer” materials at the atomic level so that they have improved macroscopic
properties and perform better in new applications. The SNS is a next-generation fa-
cility for this type of research. Neutron scattering will play a role in all forms of
materials research and design, including the development of smaller and faster elec-
tronic devices; lightweight alloys, plastics, and polymers for transportation and
other applications; magnetic materials for more efficient motors and for improved
magnetic storage capacity; and, new drugs for medical care.

The importance of high neutron flux (i.e. high neutron intensity) cannot be over-
stated. The relatively low flux of existing neutron sources and the very small frac-
tion of neutrons that get scattered by most materials means that most measure-
ments are limited by the source intensity. However, the pursuit of high-flux neutron
sources is more than just a desire to perform experiments faster, although that, of
course, is an obvious benefit. High flux enables broad classes of experiments that
cannot be done with low-flux sources. For example, high flux enables studies of
small samples, complex molecules and structures, time-dependent phenomena, and
very weak interactions.

The SNS Project is a partnership among five DOE laboratories that takes advan-
tage of specialized technical capabilities within the laboratories: Lawrence Berkeley
National Laboratory in ion sources, Los Alamos National Laboratory in linear accel-
erators, Brookhaven National Laboratory in proton storage rings, Argonne National
Laboratory in instruments, and Oak Ridge National Laboratory in targets and mod-
erators.

The Department has met the conditions stipulated in the House Report (Report
106-253, pages 113-114) accompanying the fiscal year 2000 Energy and Water De-
velopment Appropriations Act concerning the release of construction funds for the
SNS project, and has regularly communicated its progress to Congress. During the
past year, the project has: established a revised project management structure with
a single Executive Director who has been designated as the primary authority for
the project; filled all senior positions with qualified individuals; established cost and
schedule baselines that were externally reviewed and determined to be the most
cost effective way to complete the project; and, established an inter-Laboratory
Memorandum of Agreement and incorporated it by reference into the laboratory con-
tracts, thus making it legally binding.

In the President’s budget request, the estimated Total Project Cost (TPC) has in-
creased from $1,360 million to $1,440 million and the construction schedule has
been extended six months to the third quarter of fiscal year 2006 as a result of
project restructuring during fiscal year 1999. Fiscal year 2001 funding of $281 mil-
lion is requested for the SN'S Project to conduct detailed design and start fabrication
of key components and systems. Production of several significant equipment items
will continue. Construction will begin on several conventional facilities in prepara-
tion for starting installation of major equipment. Construction will be completed on
roads into the site, site preparation/grading, waste systems, and retention basins.
Project management and integration activities, which are exceptionally important
during this phase of the project, will also be conducted. Work will continue on the
Safety Assessment Document for all of the facility except for the target system, for
which a Safety Analysis Report will be prepared.
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Since the Tennessee use tax, that applies to all tangible property either purchased
in the state or brought into the state, had applied to the SNS, $28 million was in-
cluded in the TPC for this tax liability. However, in late January 2000 the Ten-
nessee legislature passed legislation, that was signed by Governor Sundquist, ex-
empting the SNS from these taxes. The fiscal year 2001 estimate for these taxes
was $2.5 million. This exemption will reduce the TPC to $1,411.7 million and will
reduce the fiscal year 2001 request from $281 million to $278.5 million a reduction
of $2.5 million for the fiscal year 2001 tax liability exemption.

Large Hadron Collider (LHC).—The foremost high energy physics research facility
of the next decade will be the LHC at CERN, the European Laboratory for Particle
Physics. The primary physics goals of the LHC will impact our understanding of the
origin of mass through studies of the elusive “Higgs” particle, exploration of the
structure and interactions of quarks, and unanticipated phenomena. The High En-
ergy Physics Advisory Panel (HEPAP) strongly endorsed participation in the LHC
to provide U.S. access to the high energy frontier in order to maintain the U.S. as
a world leader in this fundamental area of science.

DOE and NSF have entered into an agreement with CERN, signed in 1997, ar-
ranging for participation in the LHC project (accelerator and detectors) at CERN
that will primarily take the form of the U.S. accepting responsibility for designing
and fabricating particular subsystems of the accelerator and of the two large detec-
tors. Thus, much of the funding will go to U.S. laboratories, university groups, and
industry for fabrication of subsystems and components which will become part of the
LHC accelerator or detectors. A portion of the funds will be used to pay for pur-
chases by CERN of material needed for construction of the accelerator. As a result
of the negotiations, CERN has agreed to make these purchases from U.S. vendors.

This agreement, provides access for U.S. scientists to the next decade’s premier
high energy physics facility. Under the agreement, the DOE will contribute $450
million ($250 million for the detectors and $200 million for the accelerator) to the
LHC effort over the period fiscal year 1996 through fiscal year 2004. The total cost
of the LHC is estimated at about $6,000 million. The U.S. contribution represents
less than ten percent of the total cost of the project. The Office of Science has con-
ducted a cost and schedule review of the entire LHC project and similar reviews of
the several proposed U.S. funded components of the LHC. All of these reviews con-
cluded the costs are properly estimated and that the schedule is feasible.

The LHC collaboration includes a very active interagency cooperation. A DOE—
NSF Joint Oversight Group meets every six months and a program level working
group meets every two weeks. The agreement negotiated with CERN provides for
U.S. involvement in the management of the project through participation in key
management committees such as the CERN Council, CERN Committee of Council,
and the LHC Board. In addition, both DOE and NSF participate in the Joint Coordi-
nating Committee established with CERN to oversee the collaboration on an annual
basis. Laboratory and university collaborations have even more extensive contacts.

Work on the LHC detectors is progressing across the United States. Brookhaven
is the host laboratory for the ATLAS detector, which also involves Argonne and
Lawrence Berkeley National Laboratories, and 28 university groups. Fermilab is the
host laboratory for the Compact Muon Solenoid (CMS) detector, which also involves
Brookhaven and Los Alamos National Laboratories, and 33 university groups. Cost
and schedule baselines have been reviewed and validated for each U.S. portion of
iche project, and management systems are in place to monitor progress against base-
ines.

Scientific and Technical Workforce Retention and Recruitment.—During 1999,
DOE conducted a systematic analysis of staffing needs required for current and pro-
jected R&D program missions. As a result, staffing shortfalls were identified, espe-
cially in scientific and technical disciplines. Alarmingly, one half of the R&D tech-
nical managers are currently eligible to retire. In fiscal year 2001, the Department
will focus on building and sustaining a talented and diverse workforce of R&D tech-
nical managers through innovative recruitment strategies, retention incentives,
comprehensive training and development programs, and succession planning.

SC, using Program Direction funds, will recruit experienced scientists and related
support staff in areas important to the Department’s science mission. Other key ac-
tivities to be supported include motivating and retaining highly skilled, top-per-
forming technical managers, and the training of new and current scientists.

In addition, SC university research programs and projects at the national labora-
tories provide competitive financial support for undergraduate and graduate stu-
dents and post-doctoral investigators as an integral part of the funding for funda-
mental scientific research in universities and in the private sector. SC scientific user
facilities provide outstanding hands-on research experience to many young sci-
entists. Specific fellowship programs are also sponsored by SC to target emerging
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areas of need. A total of 6,550 graduate students and post-doctoral investigators
were supported at universities and national laboratories in fiscal year 1999 and
4,840 made use of the SC Scientific User Facilities. SC will continue its support for
graduate students and post-doctoral investigators in fiscal year 2001.

PERFORMANCE MEASURES

All three of SC’s global scientific performance measures were fully met in fiscal
year 1999.

—Construct large-scale facilities so that projects are completed within 110 percent
of cost and schedule baselines. All SC projects completed in fiscal year 1999 met
100 percent of the cost and schedule baselines.

—Maintain and operate the scientific user facilities so that the unscheduled down
time on average is less than 10 percent of the total scheduled operating time.
Fiscal year 1999 performance resulted in an average of less than 9 percent un-
scheduled downtime.

—Excellence in basic research: All research projects will continue to be reviewed
by appropriate peers and selected through a merit-based competitive process. In
fiscal year 1999, 91 percent of DOE grants were awarded through a competitive
merit-based process.

In addition, the following performance goals were fully met in fiscal year 1999:

—Continued collaborative efforts with NASA on space science and exploration.

—Delivered on the 1999 U.S./DOE commitments to the international LHC project.

—Completed construction and began commissioning of the Relativistic Heavy Ion
Collider (RHIC) at Brookhaven National Laboratory on time and within budget.

—Began Title I design activities, initiated subcontracts and long-lead procurement
and continued R&D work necessary to begin construction activities of the SNS.

—Completed the National Spherical Torus Experiment (NSTX) at the Princeton
Plasma Physics Laboratory within scope and budget, achieving first plasma
milestone ahead of schedule.

SCIENCE PROGRAMS—ADVANCED SCIENTIFIC COMPUTING RESEARCH

Fiscal Year 2001 Request—3$182.0 M

The Advanced Scientific Computing Research (ASCR) program supports advanced
computing research—applied mathematics, high performance computing, and net-
working—and operates supercomputer and associated facilities that are available to
researchers 24 hours a day, 365 days a year. The combination of support for funda-
mental research, computational and networking tools development, and high-per-
formance computing facilities provides scientists with the capabilities to analyze,
model, simulate, and—most importantly—predict complex phenomena of importance
to SC and DOE.

A new federally-chartered advisory committee has been established for the ASCR
program and has been charged with providing advice on: promising future directions
for advanced scientific computing research; strategies to couple advanced scientific
computing research in other disciplines; and the relationship of the DOE program
to other federal investments in information technology research. This advisory com-
mittee will play a key role in evaluating future planning efforts for research and
facilities.

Some of the pioneering accomplishments of the ASCR program are: development
of the technologies to enable remote, interactive access to supercomputers; research
and development leading to the High Performance Parallel Interface (HiPPI) stand-
ard; and, research leading to the development of the slow start algorithm for the
Transmission Control Protocol (TCP), which enabled the Internet to scale to today’s
worldwide communications infrastructure. This long history of accomplishments in
the ASCR program continued to be recognized in fiscal year 1999 including: the
Maxwell Prize, the Crystal Award of Excellence, several awards at Supercomputing
1998 and Supercomputing 1999 including “Best of Show” and “Best Paper” in 1998,
a Genius Grant from the MacArthur Foundation, the 39th Annual G.H.A. Clowes
Memorial Award, the American Physical Society’s James C. McGroody Prize, the
Humboldt Research Award, Presidential Early Career Awards, and Federal Labora-
tory Consortium Awards.

During the past quarter century computational simulation has dramatically ad-
vanced our understanding of the fundamental processes of nature and has been
used to gain insights into the behavior of such complex natural and engineered sys-
tems as the earth’s climate and automobile design. The new generation of terascale
computing tools, and the 1,000 times more powerful petascale computing capabili-
ties that are now on the horizon, will enable scientists to dramatically improve their
understanding of fundamental processes in many areas. In addition, these new tools
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will enable scientists to predict the behavior of many complex natural and engi-
neered systems from a knowledge of the underlying physical, chemical, and biologi-
cal processes involved. This new capability, to predict the behavior of complex sys-
tems based on the properties of their components, will change the way DOE and
other government agencies solve their most demanding, mission-critical problems. A
workshop held at the National Academy of Sciences in July 1998 identified opportu-
nities for new scientific discovery through advanced computing in all of the SC pro-

grams.

The ASCR program has worked with the other SC research programs, other fed-
eral agencies, and the broad scientific community to formulate a vision for advanced
scientific computing within SC. This work, conducted during the past two years,
forms the basis for the investment choices described in the fiscal year 2001 budget;
aspects of these investments have been previously described in this testimony. Suc-
cess in the scientific applications of high-performance computing depends on invest-
ments in applied mathematics and computer science to provide the algorithms,
mathematical libraries, and underlying computer science tools to enable the sci-
entific disciplines to make effective use of terascale computers.

Despite considerable progress during the past ten years in making massively par-
allel computer systems usable for science applications, much remains to be done.
The next generation computer systems to enable leading-edge applications will have
between 5,000 and 10,000 individual computer processors rather than the 500 to
1,000 processors in today’s typical high performance systems. In addition, the inter-
nal structure of the computers will become more complex as computer designers are
forced to introduce more layers of memory hierarchy to maintain performance and
develop new hardware features to support rapid communication and synchroni-
zation. The end result five years from now will be hardware systems that, while
having their roots in today’s systems, will be substantially different, substantially
more complex and therefore more challenging to exploit for high performance. These
challenges will require substantial improvements in parallel computing tools, par-
allel I/O (input/output) systems, data management, algorithms, and program librar-
ies that must work together as an integrated software system. In addition to the
fundamental research challenges that are implied by this evolution in computer
hardware, DOE must integrate the output from successful SC research projects into
integrated sets of software tools that scientists in disciplines as diverse as global
climate, materials science, and computational biology can build on to address sci-
entific challenges.

In fiscal year 2001 the ASCR program will, through enhancements to the Mathe-
matical, Information, & Computational Sciences (MICS) subprogram, produce the
scientific computing, networking and collaboration tools that SC researchers require
to address the scientific challenges of the next decade. These enhancements build
on the historic strength of the MICS subprogram in computational science, computer
science, applied mathematics, and high-performance computing. They also take full
advantage of the dramatic increases in computing capabilities being fostered by the
Accelerated Strategic Computing Initiative (ASCI) in the Office of Defense Pro-
grams.

Research programs throughout the Office of Science have high priority scientific
problems that can only be addressed by computational modeling and simulation.
These problems include:

—Predicting the effects of aging, cracking, fatigue, and catastrophic failure in ma-
terials; designing new materials with desired properties and functions, e.g.,
catalysts, alloys, and photovoltaic devices.

—Designing particle accelerators that provide the beam energy, intensity, and
quality needed to continue forefront investigations into the fundamental nature
of matter.

—Predicting the interaction of chemical reactivity and fluid dynamics to under-
stand the mixing of reactants and the removal of products for applications as
diverse as combustion, chemical processing, and atmospheric chemistry.

—Predicting the fate of contaminants in the subsurface, including chemical reac-
tiorlls and biological transformations, as well as fluid flow through porous mate-
rial.

—Predicting and controlling plasma instabilities that lead to a critical loss of
power density in tokamaks and other magnetic fusion devices.

The size and complexity of these problems require the development of fast and
efficient algorithms and software that can take advantage of the power of today’s
massively parallel computing platforms.

The MICS subprogram will address these challenges by establishing a small num-
ber of competitively selected partnerships focused on discovering, developing, and
deploying to scientists key enabling technologies. These partnerships, which will be
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called enabling technology centers, must support the full range of activities from
basic research through deployment and training because the commercial market for
software to support terascale scientific computers is too small to be interesting to
commercial software providers. These centers will build on the successful experience
of the program in managing the DOE2000 initiative, as well as the lessons learned
in important programs supported by DARPA such as Project Athena at MIT, the
Berkeley Unix Project, and the initial development of the Internet software and the
Internet Activities Board (IAB). These enabling technology centers will have close
ties to key scientific applications projects to ensure their success.

In addition, the MICS subprogram will support increased fundamental research
in networking and collaboration tools, partnerships with key scientific disciplines,
and advanced network testbeds. This is necessary to support researchers using the
major experimental facilities, computational resources, and data resources sup-
ported by DOE. With leadership from SC, geographically distributed laboratories or
collaboratories have begun to play an important role in the nation’s scientific enter-
prise. The importance of collaboratories is expected to increase in the future.

However, significant research questions must be addressed if collaboratories are
to achieve their potential. For example, typical Relativistic Heavy Ion Collider
(RHIC) experimental collaborations involve thousands of scientists and hundreds of
institutions spread around the world who need access to petabytes of data (a billion
times as much data as a large web page). Using the current Internet, it would take
about 2,500 hours to transmit one day’s data from RHIC to one remote site for anal-
ysis. Significant research is needed to enable today’s commercial networks to be
used for scientific data retrieval and analysis, to provide remote visualization of
terabyte to petabyte data sets from computational simulation, and to enable remote
access to petabyte/year High Energy and Nuclear Physics facilities such as the
RHIC and to tomorrow’s advanced scientific computer.

To realize this scientific opportunity, enhancements to SC’s computing and net-
working facilities are required. The current computers at the National Energy Re-
search Scientific Computing (NERSC) Center provide less than half of the computer
resources that were requested last year. This pressure on the facility will continue
to increase in future years as more applications become ready to move from testing
the software, to using the software to generate new science. In addition, as the
speed of computers increases, the amount of data they produce also increases.
Therefore, focused enhancements to SC’s network infrastructure are required to en-
able scientists to access and understand the data generated by their software. These
network enhancements are required to allow researchers to have effective remote
access to the SC experimental facilities.

The MICS subprogram will also increase funding for SC’s computing and net-
working facilities. The ASCR budget request includes $32.3 million in fiscal year
2001 to support NERSC. This investment will provide computer time for about
2,000 scientists in universities, federal agencies, and U.S. companies and will enable
NERSC to maintain its role as the nation’s largest, premier unclassified computing
center. Research communities that benefit from NERSC include: structural biology;
superconductor technology; medical research and technology development; materials,
chemical, and plasma sciences; high energy and nuclear physics; and environmental
and atmospheric research.

The research and development activities supported by the ASCR program are co-
ordinated with other federal efforts through the Interagency Principals Group,
chaired by the President’s Science Advisor, and the Information Technology Working
Group (ITWG). The ITWG represents the evolution of an interagency coordination
process that began under the 1991 High Performance Computing Act as the High
Performance Computing, Communications, and Information Technology (HPCCIT)
Committee. SC has been a key participant in these coordination bodies from the out-
set and will continue to coordinate its R&D efforts closely through this process.

This program will make significant contributions to the nation’s Information Tech-
nology Basic Research effort just as previous SC mission-related research efforts
have led to SC’s leadership in this field. In particular, the enhanced MICS subpro-
gram will place emphasis on software research to improve the performance of high-
end computing as well as research on the human-computer interface and on infor-
mation management and analysis techniques. In addition, through NERSC and the
Advanced Computing Research Facilities, the program will provide the most power-
ful high-end computers available to the nation’s scientific and engineering commu-
nities.

In addition to these computing related activities, ASCR also manages the Labora-
tory Technology Research (LTR) program. The mission of this program is to support
high risk, energy related research that advances science and technology to enable
applications that could significantly impact the nation’s energy economy. LTR fos-
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ters the production of research results motivated by a practical energy payoff
through cost-shared collaborations between SC laboratories and industry. In fiscal
year 1999, the LTR subprogram initiated a portfolio of Rapid Access Projects that
address research problems of small businesses by utilizing the unique facilities of
the SC laboratories. These projects were selected on the basis of scientific, technical
and potential commercial merit, using competitive external peer review. The LTR
subprogram received five R&D-100 Awards in 1999.

The Advanced Energy Projects subprogram under ASCR was terminated in fiscal
year 2000.

BASIC ENERGY SCIENCES

Fiscal Year 2001 Request—3$1,015.8 M

The Basic Energy Sciences (BES) program is one of the nation’s major sponsors
of fundamental research in the broad areas of materials sciences, chemical sciences,
geosciences, plant and microbial sciences, and engineering sciences. The program
encompasses more than 2,400 researchers in nearly 200 institutions and 16 of the
nation’s outstanding user facilities. The BES program funds research at 149 colleges
and universities located in 48 states. The inclusion of research activities at this
large number of academic institutions is a vital part of the program. These sci-
entists are funded through individual peer-reviewed grants and as members of peer-
reviewed research teams involving investigators from both national laboratories and
universities. In addition, university-based scientists are among the principal users
of the BES user facilities. The BES program has taken a leadership role in defining
and addressing the 21st century challenges facing the natural sciences—from under-
standing collective effects in materials to designing new materials atom by atom
and, finally, to developing functional materials. Functional materials are those with
the ability to self assemble, self repair, sense, respond, and evolve in order to pro-
vide functional properties—optical, mechanical, catalytic, electrical, and tribological.
Envisioning and creating these materials is the coming challenge for the disciplines
of materials sciences, chemistry, physics, and biology. This work during the past few
years has led to the expansion in the base program effort in nanoscale research.

Within the base research effort in fiscal year 2001, a program in Nanoscale
Science, Engineering, and Technology Research will continue to support work at the
frontiers of basic research that hold the promise of delivering revolutionary break-
throughs. In the fiscal year 2001 request, new funding in the amount $36.1 million
is requested for these activities. Funds are distributed within the Materials
Sciences, Chemical Sciences, and Engineering and Geosciences subprograms. The
BES program has worked with the National Science and Technology Council’s Inter-
agency Working Group on Nanotechnology, the Basic Energy Sciences Advisory
Committee (BESAC), and the broad scientific community from academia, industry,
and the national laboratories to define and articulate the goals of this research and
determine how best to implement a program.

In the fiscal year 2001 request, funding in the amount of $2.4 million is requested
for Microbial Cell research activities within the Energy Biosciences subprogram.
New research activities coordinated with activities in the Biological and Environ-
mental Research program focus on a bacterial cell consisting of a minimal set of
genes essential for life. The specific research target will be understanding the bio-
chemical and physiological functions of this set of genes. Additional studies will de-
termine the genes and gene functions required for a particular physiological process.

The fiscal year 2001 budget supports continued activities within the Climate
Change Technology Initiative (CCTI). In fiscal year 2001, resources of $19.5 million
are being requested in BES, which is the same amount as the fiscal year 2000 ap-
propriation. These funds will be used to continue the research projects selected in
fiscal year 2000. All CCTI activities are peer-reviewed fundamental scientific re-
search that expand upon core research activities.

Also included in the fiscal year 2001 request are funds in BES in the amount of
$47.1 million that potentially impact solar and renewable energy resource produc-
tion and use in the categories of biomass, wind energy, photovoltaics, hydrogen, and
other (solar photoconversion). These funds provide continuing support for multidisci-
plinary, basic research in the BES Materials Sciences, Chemical Sciences, and En-
ergy Biosciences subprograms.

In addition to directly supporting research performers, BES is also the steward
of 16 major national user facilities. Research communities that have benefited from
the BES supported Scientific User Facilities include materials sciences, chemical
sciences, earth and geosciences, environmental sciences, structural biology, super-
conductor technology, medical research, and industrial technology development. In-
cluded within this request to sustain a constant level of effort increase operations
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at each of the four BES synchrotron radiation light sources as well as additional
funding to address specific recommendations of the 1997 BESAC review “Synchro-
tron Radiation Sources and Science” for each of the light sources.

Also included within this request are funds to address neutron science following
the closure of the High Flux Beam Reactor. Additional operating funds are provided
to permit increased operations at other neutron sources, and additional capital
equipment and accelerator improvement funds are provided for new instruments
and infrastructure improvements, respectively. These actions are in accord with rec-
ommendations recently provided by BESAC, which was charged with providing
guidance to the BES program for the near-term needs of the neutron science com-
munity, i.e., for the period during which the Spallation Neutron Source will be
under construction. The synchrotron radiation light sources and the neutron sources
serve a wide variety of research disciplines, and it is important that these facilities
be operated so as to optimize beam availability and reliability to serve their users.
The funds requested will ensure this high level of operation.

BES scientific user facilities enable researchers to gain the new knowledge nec-
essary to achieve the Department’s missions and, more broadly, to advance the na-
tion’s entire scientific enterprise. The number of scientists conducting research at
the BES user facilities has grown dramatically in recent years. BES user facilities
are open to all qualified investigators in academia, industry, and government lab-
oratories on a no-charge basis to all qualified researchers whose intention is to pub-
lish in the open literature. Over 6,000 users were accommodated at the BES sci-
entific user facilities in fiscal year 1999. These facilities have an enormous impact
on science and technology, ranging from determinations of the structure of super-
conductors and biological molecules to the development of wear-resistant prostheses;
from atomic-scale characterization of environmental samples to elucidation of geo-
logical processes; and from the production of unique isotopes for cancer therapy to
the development of new medical imaging technologies.

Materials Sciences.—The Materials Sciences subprogram supports basic research
in condensed matter physics, metal and ceramic sciences, and materials chemistry.
This basic research seeks to understand the atomistic basis of materials’ properties
and behavior and how to make materials perform better at acceptable cost through
new methods of synthesis and processing. Basic research is supported in corrosion,
metals, ceramics, alloys, semiconductors, superconductors, polymers, metallic glass-
es, ceramic matrix composites, catalytic materials, non-destructive evaluation, mag-
netic materials, surface science, neutron and x-ray scattering, chemical and physical
properties, and new instrumentation. Ultimately the research leads to the develop-
ment of materials that improve the efficiency, economy, environmental acceptability,
and safety in energy generation, conversion, transmission, and use. These material
studies affect developments in numerous areas, such as: the efficiency of electric mo-
tors and generators; solar energy conversion; batteries and fuel cells; stronger, light-
er materials for vehicles; welding and joining of materials; plastics; and petroleum
refining.

Chemical Sciences.—The Chemical Sciences subprogram has two major compo-
nents. One major component is comprised of photo- and radiation-chemistry; chem-
ical physics; and atomic, molecular and optical (AMO) science. This research pro-
vides a foundation for understanding fundamental interactions of atoms, molecules,
and ions with photons and electrons. This work also underpins our fundamental un-
derstanding of chemical reactivity. This, in turn, enables the production of more effi-
cient combustion systems with reduced emissions of pollutants. It also increases
knowledge of solar photoconversion processes resulting in new improved systems
and production methods. The other major component of the research program is
comprised of physical chemistry, inorganic chemistry, organic chemistry, analytical
chemistry, separation science, heavy element chemistry, and aspects of chemical en-
gineering sciences. The research supported provides a better molecular level under-
standing of homogeneous and heterogeneous reactions occurring at surfaces, inter-
faces, and in bulk media. This has resulted in improvements to known hetero-
geneous and homogeneous catalytic systems, new catalysts for the production of
fuels and chemicals, and better analytical methods in a wide variety of applications
in energy processes. It has also provides new knowledge of actinide elements and
separations important for environmental remediation and waste management, and
better methods for describing turbulent combustion and predicting thermophysical
properties of multicomponent systems.

Engineering and Geosciences.—The Engineering and Geosciences subprogram con-
ducts research in both of these disciplinary areas. In Engineering Research, the
goals are to extend the body of knowledge underlying current engineering practice
to create new options for improving energy efficiency and to broaden the technical
and conceptual knowledge base for solving the engineering problems of energy tech-
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nologies. In Geosciences Research, the goal is fundamental knowledge of the proc-
esses that transport, concentrate, emplace, and modify the energy and mineral re-
sources and the byproducts of energy production. The research supports existing en-
ergy technologies and strengthens the foundation for the development of future en-
ergy technologies. Ultimately the research impacts control of industrial processes to
improve efficiency and reduce pollution, increase energy supplies, lower cost, and in-
crease the effectiveness of environmental remediation of polluted sites.

Energy Biosciences.—The Energy Biosciences subprogram supports fundamental
research related to a molecular level understanding of the formation, storage, and
interconversion of energy by plants and microorganisms. Plants and microbes serve
as renewable resources for fuel and other fossil resource substitutes, as agents to
restore previously disrupted environmental sites, and as potential components of in-
dustrial processes to produce new products and chemicals in an environmentally be-
nign manner. The program supports research in a number of topics related to these
areas. These include research in photosynthesis and bioenergetics; the biosynthesis,
structure and function of plant cell walls (the major component of plant biomass);
the bioproduction and bioconversion of methane; the biodegradation of
lignocellulose; the biosynthesis of starch and lipids (plant energy storage com-
pounds); plant secondary metabolism; microbial fermentations ; microbial ther-
mophily; and processes that offer unique possibilities for research at the interface
of biology and the physical, earth, and engineering sciences.

BIOLOGICAL AND ENVIRONMENTAL RESEARCH

Fiscal Year 2001 Request—3$445.3 M

For over 50 years, the Biological and Environmental Research (BER) program has
been investing to advance environmental and biomedical knowledge connected to en-
ergy. Through its support of peer-reviewed research at national laboratories, univer-
sities, and private institutions, the program develops the knowledge needed to iden-
tify, understand, anticipate, and mitigate the long-term health and environmental
consequences of energy production, development, and use.

The BER program continues its commitment to and dependence on research sci-
entists at our nation’s universities. University-based scientists are an integral part
of research programs across the entire range of the BER portfolio and are the prin-
cipal users of BER facilities for structural biology—at the Environmental Molecular
Sciences Laboratory, and the Natural and Accelerated Bioremediation Research
(NABIR) Program’s Field Research Center. University scientists also form the core
of the Atmospheric Radiation Measurement (ARM) science team that networks with
the broader academic community as well as with scientists at other agencies, such
as the NASA and the National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration (NOAA).
In addition, university-based scientists are funded through their response to Re-
quests for Applications across the entire BER program.

The BER request includes funding for Scientific User Facilities such as the Wil-
liam R. Wiley Environmental Molecular Sciences Laboratory which enables research
activities that underpin long-term environmental remediation. This funding will
provide for the operation of the facilities, assuring access for scientists in univer-
sities, federal laboratories, and industry. It will also leverage both federally and pri-
vately sponsored research at these facilities. The request includes support for infra-
structure and development of user facilities at synchrotrons and neutron sources for
the nation’s structural biologists. Support of structural biology user facilities is co-
ordinated with NIH and NSF. Support is also included for the operation of the Nat-
ural and Accelerated Bioremediation Research (NABIR) Program’s Field Research
Center and ARM research sites.

The Human Genome Program continues to be a centerpiece of the BER research
program, both in terms of its contribution to the international effort to sequence the
human genome, and in terms of the spin-off technologies. Through efforts at the
Joint Genome Institute (JGI) and its Production Sequencing Facility, DOE does its
share of high-throughput human DNA sequencing and develops, validates, and inte-
grates new DNA sequencing technologies into the production of DNA sequencing.
Fiscal year 2001 is the fourth year of a major five year scale-up of DNA sequencing
capacity to achieve the international goal of a complete sequence by 2003. The BER
request for fiscal year 2001 includes $90.3 million for human genome research. The
DOE’s share of the funding for the U.S. Human Genome Program is about 25 per-
cent of the national effort. University scientists, working with the JGI, play a key
role in completing DOFE’s share of determining the human DNA sequence.

The fiscal year 2001 request also includes $9.7 million for the Microbial Cell
project. This project, a joint effort between BER and Basic Energy Sciences, capital-
izes on DOE’s pioneering and leadership role in high throughput genomic DNA se-
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quencing; its longstanding support of microbial biochemistry, metabolism and physi-
ology; its support of national user facilities for determining protein structures; and
the capabilities of its national laboratories in computational analysis and instru-
mentation research. The goal of the Microbial Cell project is to develop a com-
prehensive understanding of the complete workings of a microbial cell, from the
DNA sequence, to the identification of all the genes, to the production of all the pro-
teins whose assembly instructions are contained in the genes, to the complex inter-
action of the genes and proteins in a cell that give the microbe its life and its unique
characteristics and behaviors.

The fiscal year 2001 request also includes $6.7 million for a research program in
Bioengineering Engineering. The Bioengineering program will support collabora-
tions between the DOE national laboratories and leading medical schools and teach-
ing hospitals. These collaborations will leverage the laboratories’ unique resources
and expertise in the biological, physical, chemical, engineering, and computing
sciences to provide innovative solutions to medical application. The program builds
on research in the nuclear medicine field that SC originated and has supported for
over half a century.

The fiscal year 2001 budget request supports a continuation of two carbon-related
programs, each coordinated among several offices and agencies. The first is the Cli-
mate Change Technology Initiative (CCTI). CCTI focuses on the underpinning fun-
damental science that will enable mitigation of climate change and is supported by
both BER and the Basic Energy Sciences program. The second is the U.S. Global
Change Research Program (US/GCRP). US/GCRP research focuses on developing
the fundamental understanding of the comprehensive climate system and the global
and regional manifestations of climate change. The two programs complement one
another. For example, “A U.S. Carbon Cycle Science Plan” was undertaken by the
US/GCRP and the “Carbon Sequestration Research and Development Report” was
developed under the auspices of the CCTI. The BER request includes fiscal year
2001 funding for CCTI of $16.3 million. Ongoing CCTI research includes two focused
efforts in carbon sequestration in oceans and the earth, and the sequencing of the
DNA of several microbes critical to biological sequestration. Research projects span
a broad array of disciplines, including ecology and biology.

Life Sciences.—In addition to the Human Genome Program and the Microbial Cell
project, life sciences research is focused on utilizing unique DOE resources and fa-
cilities to develop fundamental biological information and advanced technologies for
understanding and mitigating the potential health effects of energy development,
use, and waste cleanup. Research is conducted in five areas: structural biology, cel-
lular biology, molecular biology, human genome, and health effects.

Structural biology research supports national user facilities and emphasizes the
development and use of robust computational processes and new technologies and
methodologies to predict and understand the three-dimensional structure and dy-
namic behavior of proteins and protein complexes involved in the recognition and
repair of DNA damage or the bioremediation of metals and radionuclides.

Molecular biology research emphasizes microbial systems, including the Microbial
Cell project, microbial genomics, and molecular aspects of the CCTI program. The
field of microbial genomics continues to be one of the most exciting, high profile, and
rapidly growing fields in biology today, expanding from the SC-initiated program to
other federal agencies and private industry. The BER Microbial Genome program
has supported the complete genomic sequencing of 15 of the approximately 50 bac-
teria whose DNA have been sequenced.